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Preparing for the N ſpeedily will be 
publiſhed, 


THELYPHTHORA, 
Vo L. III. 


J. Wing by what means, and by what 4 


grees, the laws of Jexovan concerning 


marriage, were oppoſed and abrogated, and a 


NEW SYSTEM invented and eſtabliſhed: by 


CHRISTIAN CHURCHMEN. Extracted from 


the moſt authentic records, from the earli- 
eſt times of the CHRISTIAN CHURCH after 
the ArosTLEs, to the decrees of the Couns 


CIL of TRENT, anno 1563, incluſive. — 
II. Obſervations on the foregoing uninter- 


rupted SERIES of inconteſtible EvIp ENR, 


and the wHOLE applicd to the nne of 


this TREATISE. 


III. The true oxIGIN and NECESSITY of 
MARRIAGE-CEREMONY. 


With many other INCIDENTAL MATTERS. 
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PRESIDENTS, 
VICE = PRESIDENTS, 


AND OTHER | 


GOVERNORS 


Of thoſe well-intended Charities, and beneft- 
cent Inftitutions 


The 4 lum — M e — Mag - 
dalene — and Lark: Hl vs 
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* E AuTHroR of * D Treatiſe | 
cannot fix on a more proper patron- 
gage for a work of this kind, than that of 
thoſe noble and honourable perſons, whoſe 
compaſſion on the miſeries of the female ſex, 
has led them to inſtitute public chars for 
Its preſervation. and relief. „ 
| 
As our laws 2 are at preſent PD; women 


are expoſed to  ſeduttin, en, and rum, 
Vor. . a almoſt 


ii DEDICATION. 

almoſt without controul ;—they ſeem to be 
looked upon as lawful prey to the luſt, tre- 
chery, cruelty, and mean artifices of licen- 
tious and profligate men, who can ſeduce © 
and then abandon them at their will. 


N That a want of good government among | 
| aus in theſe reſpects, is one ſource of all thoſe 
evils, which your difintereſted and humane 
4 _ endeavours are intended to prevent or re- 
medy, is furely . on the ſlighteſt 


conſideration. 


A ſyſtem of laws which leaves the horrid 
crime of adultery not only out of the lift of 
its capital puniſhments, but even exempts it, 
as a public offence, from any animadverſion 
whatſoever in our courts of criminal judi- 
cature, muſt be attended with all thoſe miſ- 
chiefs that ariſe from the encouragement 
Which impunity affords to vice. 


edi. ie K 


— 


he ſame may alſo be obſerved, with re- 
ſpect to the defenceleſs ſtate, in which the 
weaker ſex in general is left againſt- the 
ſtronger ; ſo that any man may ſeduce, and 
abandon at his pleaſure, the unhappy and de- 
luded cms of his brutal — 1 
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Io exhibit a ſyſtern far different from this 
Ee co ſet forth the-divine law as the contriv=: 
ance of infinite wiſdom, for the ſecurity, | 
peace, preſervation, and protection of the | 
female ſex, is the purpoſe of the followiii 
pages. Were this to be made the baſis 
our municipal laws, it would prove ati ade- 
quate remedy for all thoſe miſchiefs, which, 
 in- comparatively few inſtances, can now 
only find a partial palliation, from benevo- 
| lence like yours, but which muſt, in gene- 
ral, be ftill the portion of thoſe, whom 
God's law was formed to protect. 


x Many of you; my onde and GEeNTLE= 
MEN, are members of the LXOISLATUuR R; 
and if, from what ſhall be ſaid on the mat- 

ters treated in this book, they ſhould become 
the ſubjects of your ſerious conſideration in 


your /egiſlatrve capacity, the author will gain 6 
one deſirable end of his labours. 


This ſurely muſt be allowed that, in 
point of fact, the alarming i increaſe of female 
proftitution and ruin, calls loudly for ſome 
remedy : the ſe//-evidence of this, is the very 
foundation of thoſe benevolent | defigns, 
a 2 which 
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; which diſtinguiſh the ſeveral public charities 
| to _— you ſo generouſly contribute. 


| Let Government adopt the hem of hea- 
| venly wiſdom, which adorns the pages of 
ö the Sacred VoLuME, and it will find a 
| remedy in its own hands—what that Gem 
] is, it has been the author's moſt ſerious en- 
 deavour to enquire, and to recommend it to / 
all, but more eſpecially to the conſideration - 
| of thoſe, whoſe care, expence, and vigilance, 
i" for the good of their fellow-creatures, has 
| N occaſtoned them the trouble of this addreſs 
b: from 
3 | Their moſt humble ſervant, 


| And ardent well-wiſher to their 1 * deſigns — 
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FIRST EDITION. 
E ſubjects of the following treatiſe, 
being of the utmoſt importance, have 
been conſidered with the moſt ſerious atten - 
tion, and are laid before the reader on the 
| higheſt authority, that is to ſay, on the au- 
thority of the boly ſcriptures. | 
Nothing leſs than this ought, or can, de- 
termine on the points herein treated, becauſe 
they concern, not only the preſent, but future 
welfare of mankind : theſe, as taken in con- 
nection together, muſt depend, firſt, on Ano] - 
ing, and then on dong the will of Gop.' 
What His will is, can only be known from 
the ſeveral revelations, or diſcoveries, which 
it hath graciouſly pleaſed Him to make of it, 
by men, who ſpake not of tbemſelues, but as they 
were moved by the Holy Ghoſt, 2 Pet. i. 17. 
To imagine that, without ſuch revelations: 
mortals can underſtand, or know the mind 
and will of Gop, is an abſurdity, even greater 
than to ſuppoſe we can know the thoughts: 
af each other, without any declaration of 
them either by words or actions. But to ad- 
mit the neceſſity of a divine revelation, to 
receive the ſcriptures as that revelation; and 
not to make them the only infallible rule and 
guide, in all matters which relate to the mind 
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and will of Gop therein revealed, is, ſo far, 


to lay aſide the revelation of Gop, to make 
it void and of none effect, and to place our 
ſelves in no better ſituation, than if no ſuch 
diſcovery of the mind and will of Gop had 
ever been vouchſafed us. | 


Thus we rob Gop of His honour, by 


lighting His word, and thus are people led 


to ſet up the determinations of human wiſdom 
againſt it, and expoſe themſelyes to be carried 
about with every wind of dactrine, which the 
folly and ſuperſtition of weak men, and the 
wickedneſs and craft of d:figning men, may 
happen to invent. Les 3 
By ſuch means it has been, that ſo manx 
errors of various kinds have found their way, 
in all ages, into the church, and have main- 
tained their empire over the minds of men, 
Long zſage has made them venerable— the 
preſcriptive power of cuſtom has given them 
eſtabliſhment—and 49th theſe have prevailed. 
on human legiſlatures, to afford them the awful 
obligation of their moſt ſolemn ſanctions. 
It cannot want many arguments to prove, 
that ſundry practices, as well as opinions, 
which are found among the heathen nations, 
are abhorrent from all our conceptions- of 
propriety, decency, and even humanity- it- 
felf #.—AII. theſe have but one ſource—They 


Where 
I cannot forbear mentioning here that valuable, 


learned, and excellent work of John Leland, DB. D 


* 


the Advantage and Neceſſity of the Chriſtian Revelntion. - 


wherein that author hath, with a ſtrength of judgment. 

and depth of learning and erudition peculiar to himſelf, 

ſo-proved his point, as to deſerve the thanks of 1 4 
| RE e | Know 
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Where revelation is received; yet if it b 
not adhered to as: the only. rule of fab and 7 
manners, and this unreſervedly, the,opinions 
and practices of men will be as wide from 
the mind and will of Gop, as; thoſe of the 
Heathen are. I might here inſtance in tlie 
opinions and practices of the Phariſcet of old, 
as well as of many nations called Chriſtian, 
in more modern days, and who are members 
of that ſociety of profeſſing Chriſtians which 
inſolently and excluſively ſtyles itſelf t 
„ HOLY APOSTOLICAL| and © CATHOLIC 
* CHURCH” —amongſt whom the moſt. de- 
vout are worſhipping a wooden; god, ich 
they call a cruciſiæx , and a breaden god, which 
they call the St; and, beſides theſe, they 
worthip /aints and angels, and many ſuch like © 
things they do. The foundation of all which 
is ſtill one and the ſame—They de err, not 
knowing the ſcriptures ; for though the Papiſts 
know how to ſet a juſt value on the ſcriptures, as well as 
of thoſe who would wiſh to do it, This valuable author 
ſays, It is the mighty advantage of a written revelation,” 
that by an. impartial conſulting it, the deviations from 
5+ it may be detected, and things may again be reduced 
eto the original-ſtandard.” Vol. i. p. 453 
* This invention of the crucifix, or image of Chriſt 
on the croſs, is but old heatheniſm new vamped. Maxi- 
mus Tyrius, a Platonic philoſopher, who was maſter. to- 
M. Antoninus, ſays—** The divine nature ſtands not in 
0 need of images or ſtatues z but the nature and*condi-' 
“ tion of man being very weak, and as far diſtant from 
the Divinity as heaven is from earth, framed theſe 
4 ſigns for itſelf, and attributed to them the nathes and 
*© titles of the gods” —and he thinks that the legiſſators 
acted- wiſely in contriving images for the people. Ste 
Leland, vol. i. p. 338. The wiſe men and philef hers, 
* for images as: neceſfury helps to human infirmi- 
ty Ib. 424. 5 5 3 
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have the ſcriptures, yet they do not adopt 
them as the only rule of faith and worſhip, 
Their fear towards Gop is taught them by the - 
doctrines and commandments of men, Iſ. xxix. 13. 
which take place of the mind and will of 
Gon, as revealed in His holy work. 
Happy would it be, could we, reformed 
Proteſtants, clear ourſelves of this charge in 
all reſpe&ts! LI 
To prove that we cannot, in ſome points of 
the utmoſt conſequence, is the purpoſe of the 
following pages; which, while the reader 


1 
* Two of the articles in the famous cręed of Pope 
Pius IV. are as follows: „„ „„ 
XIII. I moſt firmly admit and embrace apaſtolical and 
et traditions, and all other obſervations 
conſtitutions of the one catholic and apoftolic 
church. 3353 5 1 
XIV. I do admit the holy ſeriptures in the ſame ſenſe 
that holy Mother Church goth, whoſe buſineſs it is to 
judge of the true ſenſe and interpretation of them, 
and I will interpret them according to the unani- 
mous conſent of the fathers 5 
The Popiſb canon law frequently affirms - that the 
church is aboue the ſcriptures. CRP a 
 Omnis que nunc apud nos eft ſcripture authoritas ab ec< 
cleſiæ authoritate necęſſario dependet.— All the authority 
«© which we attribute to the ſcriptures, neceſſarily de- 
? -pends on the authority of the church.” Pigbius de 
Hierar. Eccl. Lib. i. c. 2. Eccius, in his Enchiridion de 
Authoritate Eccleſia, maintains — Eceleſiam eſſe ſeripturit 
antiguiorem, & ſcripturam non eſſe authenticam, niſi ecelefiee - 
aut boritate.— The church 1s more antient than the 
„ ſcriptures, and the ſcriptures are not authentic, ſave 
6 by the authority of the church.” 
| * goes farther, and*affirms—Scripturas tan 
tum valere quantum valent Aſopi fabulæ, niſi accederet eccle- 


fie teſtimonium. 9 The ſcriptures are no more to be va- 


&« lued than AZſ/op's Fables, unleſs it were. for the teſti- 
** mony of the church.“ See Hift. of Popery, vol. i. 


peruſes, 
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peruſes, I could wiſh him to wel oh in the 
Halance of the ſanctuary, to lay his Bible be: 


fore him, and to call every argument, ob-. - 


ſervation, and doctrine, to the ſtricteſt and 
moſt ſevere account, before that unerring 
tribunal. If he ſhall find any thing that is 
_ wwrong, or detect any thing that is ae, let 
him Reely ſet it down to the Author's account. 
But whatever he ſhall find agreeable 0, or 


clearly proved by, the word of Gor, let him 
not liſten to the lying teſtin:ony of prejudice. 


or vulgar error againſt it, but treaſure it up 


in his mind, for the direction of his own. 
judgment and con 1 in all ſituations and 


conditions of li 

If the judgment be miſ- led or miſ-inform- 
ed, the more conſcientious a man is, the far- 
ther will he be led into error, and the more 
firmly will he be attached to it; therefore it 
is well for us to liſten to the gun of the 
wiſe man—Prov. iv. 7. Wispolt is the 


* principal thing, t Eper get WISDOM TY 
* and with all thy getting get UNDERSTAND=, | 


#7 x0Q.- 


As to differences, or even errors, (if miſe 
| fakes about indifferent matters can be ſo called) 
where mere outward forms are concerned, 
and 'thoſe of human invention, the an, 
deſires to think, and to let think, and where- | 


ſvever the ſcriptures are ſlent, to be ſo too. 


He does not eſteem it worth his while t6 ex- 
pend a fingle drop of ink in ſuch. contro» _ 
verfies. He does not ſuppoſe, that, had he 
lived in the ſecond century, when the Roman 
and 3 3 quarrelled about the 


keeping 
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keeping of Eaſter, and ran to ſuch indecent 
lengths of animoſity and diſcord, as might 
make the very heathen bluſh, he would have 
ventured a fingle ſcratch of his finger, to have 
had it decided whether it was to be held on 
the fourteenth day after the firſt moon in 
„% the new. year,” or on the ſame ſtated. 
5 ee year, or on the firſt Sun- 
day after the firſt full moon,” All this 
rout: was made to very little purpoſe : and had 
the Author been weak enough to have entered 
into the diſpute, had he ſided with the Afa- 
ties, and been excommunicated by Pope Victor 
for his pains, it wauld not, according to his 
preſent notions, have given him a moment's. 
uneaſineſs. CT 5 5 
But where the peace and well-being (I had. 
almoſt ſaid the very bezng / of ſociety are con- 
cerned, where diſorders, of the moſt malig- 
nant kind, have infected the general maſs, 
to the deſtruction of millions down to this 
moment, and threaten the deſtruction of mil- 
lions yet unborn, and thoſe chiefly from 
among the moſt defenceleſs part of the hu- 
man ſpecies ; when the luſt, treachery, cru- 
elty, and villainy of men, are let looſe ta. 
ravage, as they can, on the weakneſs and 
credulity of helpleſs women ; and when all 
this is apparently the effect of aboliſhing, 
thoſe parts of the divine lau, which were 
evidently made to prevent it, and the intro- 
duction of a em of human invention is the 
means of its daily increaſe; too much can- 


\ 


not be ſaid to point out the cauſe of the 4. 


eaſe, and to lead to the remedy. The former. | 
eee 3 
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is from the ſubſtitution of tho ug of nan, 


in the place of the wiſdom of Gop ; the lauten 


— only be diſcovered and rendered efſectual 
by reſtoring the idem of Gon. to its due 
place in our eſteem, and by making it, as it is 


found revealed to us in the ſeriptuxes, the 
bafis of our municipal laws-—the ne of our 
conduct — the rule of our abedrente. 


Perhaps ſome may think, that there 250 | 


points handled and diſcuſſed in this Sad, 
which had better been left under the clouds of 
obſcurity which have longoverwhelmed them, 


and hidden them from vulgar obſervation, 


leſt diſputes ſhould be raiſed, * abuſes com- 
mitted by the perverſions of the evil and 


licentious. It is written concerning the 


ſeriptures themſelves, that, to ſome they aro 
the /avour of /ife unto life *, and unto: others 


the /avour of death unte death. 2 Cor. ii. 16. 


And again—that the unlearned and unflable 
wreſfted the epiſtles of Paul, as alſs the' other 


ſeriptures, to their own deſtruftion. 2 Pet. iii. 16. 


As therefore there is nothing in this Boot, 
which. is not to be found in thoſe ſcriptures, 


as to the points above hinted at, the Author 


ventures it forth, confiding in Him who hath, 
faid— As. the rain cometh down, and the ſnow 


rom heaven, and returneth not thither, but . 
tereth the earth, and maketh it bring forth and 
bud; that it may give ſeed to the ſower, and 
bread to the Farer ; Jo ſhall My word be, that 


* Haurit: lethiferum bufo de flore, venenum, 40 * = 8 


Quo mel nectareum ſedula promit apees. 
At the ſame flow'r the toad and bee m meet, 
That ſuck the paifon=-this exhauſt the ſweet. 


. | err | 
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goeth forth out of My mouth : it ſhall not return 
unto Me void, but it ſhall accompliſh that which 
I pleaſe, and it ſhall proſper in the thing twhere- 
—— x. 1.1; 1. EV 
© He cannot be of the mind of Synefius the 
Platoniſt, who was raiſed to be a Biſhop in 
the Chrj/tian church, but continued to be a 
determined TO and had ſo far imbibed 
the ſpirit and doctrine of that ſchool, as to 
declare his ſentiments thus“ As darkneſs is 
* moſt proper and commodious for thoſe 
* who have weak eyes, ſo I hold that * hes 
* and ſictions are uſeful to the people, and 
ec that truth would be hurtful to thoſe who 
“ are not able to bear its light and ſplendor.” 
And he adds—** If the laws of the church 
* would diſpenſe with it, that he would 
** philoſophize at home, and talk abroad in the 
« common ſtrain, preaching up the general 
* and received fab/es.' See note 2, Leland, 
vol. ii. P- 344 ' F b | 5 
- Theantientphiloſophers had an exotericdoc- 
trine— EOS, which they openly. taught 
to the people; and an eſoteric doftrine—tgw- 
Tepmoy—Which they taught privately to their 
ſelect diſciples, whom they let into the ſecrets 
= Maximus Tyrius faith—that ** a lye is often profit- 
& able and advantageous to men, and truth hurtful.” 
So Plate, and others of the philoſophers — the Stoics eſpe- 
cially, who held that“ a-wiſe man might make uſe of a 
& lye for many conveniences and managements in life.” 
See Leland, vol. ii. p. 220. Many of the early Fathers 
and Chriſtians adopted the ſame principle, which has been 
called by the ſofter term of pious fraud, and would e 
by wholeſale—but this only for the good of the thurch— 
however, this has never been got rid of, as Popery can 
fully atteſt. See Maſbeim, vol. i. p. 200. 6 of 
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of their ſcheme. It was: a maxim among 
them, _ or i was apa to Eons the 
«« people for the public good. Ib. 342—3. 
So che ſect of Fee in China, have Mg 
and znterior doctrine with regard to a future 
fate they publicly preach it up to the peo- 
ple, but their interior doctrine rejects it. See 
Ib. 344, note 2. „ 
Such is human prudence and wiſdom !— 
but the divine wiſdom laith— He that bath My- 
word, let him ſpeak My word faithfully. Jer. 
xxiii. 28. There is nothing covered that ſhall 
not be revealed; and bid, that ſhall not be known. 
What I tell you in darkneſs, that ſpeak ye in 
the light ; and what ye bear in the ear, that 
preach (unpitare, proclaim, pubhſh} upon the 
houſe-tops. Matt. x. 26, 27. Comp. Mark 
iv. 21, 22. Truth is like him that doeth the 
truth it cometh to the light, that its deeds 
may be manifeſt, that they are wrought in Gon. 
Error, like every one that doth evil, hateth the 
light, neither cometh to the light, left its deeds 
ſhould be reproved. John iii. 20, 21. . 
 *. Gop never revealed any thing but that it 
ſhould be known. When men want to con- 
ceal any part of divine revelation from the 
knowledge of others, it is too frequently 
with a purpoſe of preventing the detection 
of ſome errors in human ſyſtems, which, from 
ſome finiſter view or other, they dread; the 
diſcovery of. Thus the church of Rome, 
jealous of the light of ſcripture, knowing 
that the whole dominion of popes and pris 
over the underſtandings and conſciences of 
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the laity is founded in ignorance, keep, 48 
far as they can, the 'fcriptures out of their 
hands. | ” 8 4 WEE | 
Others there are, who, from well-meant, 
but miſtaken, zeal, for principles which they 
have been taught to venerate, dread that theſe 
ſhould be attacked; as thinking the cauſe of 
religion itſelf, is involved with the fuppo/ed 
truth of What they are accuftomed to believe, 
There can be no doubt, that when our re 
Formers firſt attacked the Poye's ſupremacy, 
the worthip of the Virgin Mary, the celibacy 
of prieſts, and other (pious lyes and forgeries 
of the church of Rome, many devout and zea- 
ous people thought, that religion 1t/elf was, 
like 7he ark of old, 1 Sam: iv. 10, 11. about 
to be delivered into the hands of the * Phi- 
Eines; and cried out, like Micab, when the 
Danites took away his Levite and his Tera- 
phim—Ye have. taken away my god which I 
made, and the prieſt — and what have I more? 
Yee Judger xviti. 24. 
I there be any thing in the Bie which 
ought to be concealed, it would be no very 
hard matter to prove, that it * on never to 
have been revealed. But as it often happens 
with private individuals, that they are afraid 
of looking too narrowly into the feripture, 
for fear of meeting with ſomething to fhake 
their preconceived opinions and prejudices; 


In 1547, Gardiner, Biſhop of Wincheſter, faid, 
„ that he thought the removing images, was on defigh 
E to ſubvert religion and the fate of the world.” —Burnety 

Preface to Hiſt. Ref. vol. il. p. 11. c 
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ſo is it with all public and national em. 
As theſe have been 1 fahiened by human eot- 
Trivance, they are not, for very obviqus rea- 
ſons, over- fond of too narrow a ſerutin) on 
the ſingle footing of divine revelation; leſt, 
as they are formed like the: feet of the ime 
in Nebuchadnezzar's dream, which were part 
'of iron, and part of clay; ſo theſe being cm- 
poſed of the heterogeneous mixture of abe 
wiſdom and human contrivunce, a too curious 
inveſtigator ſhould, like the s TONE here 
| mentioned. all upon them, and break thom to 
eces. 
FN The Author of the following meets pro- 
feſſes himfelf a Free- tbinter; not in the 
uſual ſenſe of that word, as what he has 
written muſt abundantly. teſtify, but as an 
aſſertor of that right, which every reaſonable 
creature is inveſted with, to arch, think, 
and judge for himſelf. He therefore bas en- 
deavoured to lay ſome points, which he can- 
not but eſteem of the utmoſt conſequenee, 
before the world, that others may exercife 
their privilege as the Author hath done his. 
As for the abe which any fubje& herein 
treated may be liable to What is not abuſed? = 
What in nature, providence, or revelation, 8 
has not been 205 and perverted to ſome 
vile purpoſe or other? The very o or 
PEACE hath been abuſed, to Hacki fraud, 
violence, oppreſſion, and perſecution. to- 
juſtify maffacres, tortures, murders; even to 
men's roa/fthig alive their fellow creatures, 


and thinking 92 did Gop fer vice! * 
at, 
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that, were we to judge of the great HEA 
of our holy religion, by the abuſe which has 

| been made of His authority, we ſhould in- 

; vert what He ſays, Luke ix. 56. and imagine, 
| that He came not to 8Ave men's lives, but to 
8 DESTROY Z7hem. Even the grace of dur Gon 
; has been, and 7s by many, turned into laſci- 
i viouſneſs. (See Jude iv.) But what does al! 
this prove? Nothing but the ignorance, 

| perverſeneſs, cruelty, and wickedneſs of hu- 
| man nature; and that corruptio optimi fit peſ= 

[ ima but it does not prove, that the Go 

if of heaven, who foreſaw and foreknew ſuch 
abuſes, ſhould not have revealed His mind and 

evil] to mortals ; nor that any part of that re- 

| velation ſhould be concealed, ſuppreſſed, or 
hidden from the eyes of men, for fear of its 

5 being abuſed. For this may be taken as a 
| 

| 


certain rule, that no abuſe of the ſcriptures | 
ever yet happened from a real underſtanding 
and knowledge of their contents, but from 


aan ignorance, either in ourſelves, or impoſed 
l on us by the deſign and artifice of others. 
. The grand queſtion to be tried is, whe- 
4 „ ther a sYSs TEM, filled with obJigation and 


« reſpon/ibility, of men to women, and of 

„ women to men, even unto death itſelf, 
# _. . and this eſtabliſhed by iNFINITE wisDOM, 
| * is not better calculated to prevent the ruin 
| * of the female ſex, with all its horrid con- 
Sw e ſequences, both to the public and indivi- 
i « duals, than a sYsTEM of Suman contri- 
I]. | « wvance, where neither ob/gation nor reſpon-/ 
| « fibility are to be found, either of men to 
| : „ 
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te women, or of women to men, in inſtances 
« of the moſt important concern to both, but 


The whole of the evidence on both ſides 
is faithfully collected, and laid open, without 
any reſerve ot diſguiſe, in this book let 
every READER look upon himſelf as impan- 
nelled on the jury — let him impartially 
hearken to the ea and a true verdi# give 
according to the evidence. 
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Otwithſtanding the — under 
which this work has laboured, . ee, 
edition has long been called for, and now 
makes its appearance, in as expeditious a 
manner as the neceſſary delay of Printing 
would permit. | 
The author would therefore fain hope, 
that the book has made its way by dint of 
that intrinſic truth which it contains—the _ 
bi | importance of the ſubjects treated—the im- 
a8 portant ends propoſed—and that conformity 
ins to the oracles of Gop, which it profeſſedly - 
IS makes the ba/;s of its contents. 
[| ; A work which militates againſt the re- 
| ceived notions, long cuſtoms, and inveterate 
prejudices of mankind, can expect but little 
uarter from the world in general, and, of 
courſe, but little of that fort of . 
which is ſhewn to performances of authors 
who write on the popular fide of a queſtion. 


—This was _ experienced at the Refor- 
mation 
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mation—when Luther, and others, publiſhed 
againſt the ridiculous fopperies and grols vil- 
. lainies of Popery, they had volumes written 
againſt them, in which they were repreſented 
in every odious light imaginable.— They 
were heretics—antuhriſts—f actors for the 
* devil” —and, in ſhort, all that was had; — 
but the abuſe of their At Iverſaries had ons 
good effect —it proved how much at a loſs 
theſe were for fair argument, grounded on 
ſeripture- evidence, and how litt ahle they 
were to meet their opponents with the 02 apons 
of a ſpiritual warfare. (See 2 Cor. x. 4.) 
Seldom does abuſe ſerye any better purpoſe in 
controverſy, than to create a very ſtrong pre- 
ſumption, that thoſe who give it have no- 
thing better on their ſide, and therefore are 
in the wrong, and that thoſe who receive it 
are, therefore, in the right. 

With regard to the article of abuſe of an 
| author, if it be of the perſonal kind, let him ſet 
it down as ſo much gained; if it lights upon 

his book, let the book anſwer for fel, 3 
: if it cannot do 2b, let him ſet down the 
| aaubuſe which it meets with, as what it de- 


So ſerves. 

| Another expedient, which ſome critics have 

- | uſed to depreciate a work, is, to ſeparate ſome 

C given. ſubjef#. from the reſt, deſtroy its con- 

C Rich with the main argument, and then, 
f by ſelecting, in like manner, detached vr 

* tences or paragraphs, make theſe a "Uo 

* their readers in a s light not only. 2 


„ 3 


= PREFACE TO” 
from the author's intention, but diametri- 
cally oppoſite to his whole meaning. 

Owing to this it has been, that the ſubject 
of polygamy has been ſelected, and the indiſ- 
criminate practice of it ſaid to be recommended 
by the author of Thelyphthora. To guard 
againſt this, in the plain and exprefs man- 
ner which he has done (vol. ii. p. 174—177. 
288, and n. and 335, n.) he is forry to find was 
to little purpoſe : theſe paſſages were over⸗ 
looked, whether intentionally or not, is to be 

left to thoſe who beſt know. However, let 
the whole that the author has written on. 
the ſubject be taken fairly and candidly to- 
gether, and it will appear, that nothing more 
is ſaid, than is warranted by /crip7ure, nature, 
and reaſon, and to prove that the indiſeriminate 
prohibition of it in all caſes, however cir- 
cumſtanced—which is no where warranted b 
the law of Gop—is one ſource of public proſti- 
tution which, Monteſquieu truly ſays, * may 
be looked upon as the greateſt of misfor- 
tunes in a popular ſtate.” - 

I know no book, the Bie itfelf not ex- 
cepted, which may not be abuſed by partial 
quotation ;—and by that which is one conſe- 
quence of it, mſrepreſentation. —We may 
prove atheiſm on David, as having faid, Pſ. 
xiv. 1. There is no God;—a recommendation of 
drunkenneſs from Pl. civ. 15. where he ſays, 
Wine maketh glad the heart of man ;—or we 
may ſuppoſe, that the prophet arab, and the 
_ apoſtle Paul, meant to encourage the licen- 
tiouſneſs of a Sgavoir vivre club—by faying 
Lei 
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Let us eat and drink, for to-morrow we die. 
If. xx3..14. 1 Cor, xv. 32. 

Something like the d. fingenuouſneſs Nich 
would attend ſuch proofs as theſe, has at- 
tended the miſrepreſentation of the author's 
treating polygamy.— He has maintained its 
forming a part of the divine plan, which was 
ſo evidently calculated for the preſervation of 
the female ſex from deſertion and profiituttion— 
but by a part only of what is ſaid on the ſub- 
ject being taken, and placed in another point 
of view, he 1s accuſed of recommending ” 
lygamy as an mdiſeriminate practice, to the 
verſion of the peace and domeſtic happineſs of 
every family in the kingdom—an idea as foreign 

from his purpoſe, as it was from the Apoſile's 
(1 Tim. v. 23.) to make Timothy a wine- 
ibber 6 Prov. xxiii. 20. Matt. 
xi. 19.— when he exhorted him to — drink 
no longer water, but to uſe a little wine for his 
/tomach's ſake, and his often mfirmities. Thus 
Poygamy is mentioned in no other light, 
throughout this treatiſe, but as * expeazent in 
ſome caſes, : 2 neceſſary i in others, to prevent 
miſchiefs of an infinitely more deplorable 
kind, both to individuals in particular, and 
to, the public in general, than can poſſibly 
ariſe from every man's being obliged to keep, | 
maintain, and provide for, as the ſcripture _ 
has commanded, the women he ſeduces—but . 
in order to this, its /azofunefs mult be proved, 
for if it be diſallowed of Gop—there is an 
end of all queſtions upon the ſubject, and we 
* See vol. ii. p. 178. | 


17 * xxii. _ 8 xxii. 28, 29. 
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muſt fit down contented under the preſent 
ruinous ſtate of things, which is every day 
| increaſing the licentiouſneſs of our men, the 
| _ deſtruction of our women, and the * 1 
L lation of the land. | | * 
As for partial and unfair repreſentation, it 
HY has been an uſual way of injuring arguments 
l. which do not eaſily admit of plain and fair 
_ anſwers, LS . | 
jt Thus the Papifts ſerved Eraſmus, on his 
i publiſhing his Tranſlation and Paraphraſe 
Ky: * on the New Teſtament.” A great clamour 
i 1 was raiſed againſt him by the faculty of diui- 
9 nity at Paris, as before at Bail; and Na- 
jþ « ftalts Bedda, a doctor of divinity, who was 
1 « at that time Syndic of the faculty, collected 
|. *© feveral propoſitions, which, as to the full 
| « import and general ſenſe of them, were 
EE: * lame and imperfect, being ſeparated from 
«© what went before, and from what fol- 
6 lowed after, and thereby might be taken 
* in an ill ſenſe; whereas, if they were red 
c with what went before, and what fol- 
5 lowed after, it would be found they were 
e ſoundand orthodox.” And thus at length 
a decree was paſſed againſt him, and . thoſe 
* doffors who were on the fide of Eraſmus, 
were obliged to hold their peace, leſt, by 
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We were lately told, in one of the public prints, 
how truly I cannot ſay, that“ a noble Lad ſtated in 
„ the Houſe of Commons, with his uſual accuracy, that 
© the decrcaſe of people in this country, within theſe 
© laſt go years, has been oNE MILLION EIGHT HUN> 
& DkED THOUSAND.” Surely this muſt be an exag- 
© 299 af uti yet it might be worth while to examine 

nto the incregſe or decreaſe of the people. 


** ſpeaking 
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15 {peeking their thoughts freely, they ſhould 
e beccme odious, and their lives be ' made 
<« uneaſy.” See Dy Pin, Cent. 16. p- 
267-8. Eng. Tranſl. ie DE VL HIER 
What Eraſmus wrote on the treatment 
which he met with from many quarters, on 
account of his publication, deſerves our no- 
tice, as containing a proper admonition to 
thoſe who condemn, becauſe they read with 
prejudice; and to thoſe. who are profiigate 
enough to condemn, without reading at all. 
„ Sic oportet ad librum legendum acce- 
« dere lectorem, ut ſolet ad convivium con- 
5 viva Civilis. Convivator annititur omnibus 
« fatisfacere : & tamen fiquid apponitur, 
« quod hujus aut illius palato non reſpon- 
oy = urbane vel diſſimulant, vel probant 
etiam, ne quid contriſtent convivatorem. 
« Quis enim eum convivam ferat, qui tan- 
e tum hoc animo veniat ad menſam, ut car- 
*« pens quæ apponuntur, ne veſcatur ipſe, 
nec alios veſci ſinat? e 
« Et tamen his quoque reperias incivi- 
«* liores, qui palam, qui fine fine damnent 
ac lacerent opus, quad nunquam legerint. 
* Atque hoc ſane faciunt quidam, qui fe 
* Chriftiane pietatis doctores profitentur, & 
| ** religronis antiſtites; cum fit plus quam 56 
* cophant'cum, damnare quod neſcias. 
As I haze too much reaſon to think that 
ſome of the wnlearned, as well as the learned, 
ſtand much in need of being acquainted with 
the above, I will give it in Engliſh. * 
A reader ſhould come to the peruſal of 
| | B 7 ol M 
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2 book, as a courteous gueſt comes to a 
* feaſt, The giver of the feaſt does his en- 
** deayour to fatisfy all; yet, if any thing be 
*© brought to table, which may not be 
te agreeable to the palate of this or that per- 
* ſon, they politely diſſemble their diſlike, 
* or even approve, rather than grieve him 
** who has invited them, For who could 
* bear with that gueſt, who comes to the 
e table only with a diſpoſition to find fault, 
and neither to partake himſelf, nor ſuffer 
* others to partake of the entertainment ? 

« Yet you may find others more auncivil 
** than theſe, who openly, and without end, 
« will condemn and tear a work to pieces, 
«* which they have never red. And ſome do 
ce this, who profeſs themſelves teachers 0 
* Chriſtian piety, and eminent profeſſors of 
* religion, Whereas, to condemn that of 
* which you are ignorant, is beyond the 
© baſeneſs of the + haſe/t informer.” 

I could eaſily Ks, ſome firiures on the 


A 


2 Antiftes properly denotes a chief prigſ, prelate, 01 or 
biſhop : but is alſo uſed for any man eminent among 
others. AINSWORTH. 

Eraſmus probably uſed it in the former ſenſe. The 
author uſes it in the latter, for a reaſon which ſome f 
his readers have more cauſe, than he withes they had, to 4 
ſee the propriety of. 

+ Sycophanti:um, rendered literally, would afford no 
information to the wnlearned reader; the term is therefore 
paraphraſed, in ſuch a manner, as to | oa an idea of the 

ycophants, and, of 
courſe, what Eraſmus means by "4507 $99 Mn For che 
derivation and meaning of Sycophants among the Athe- 


_ ſee Chambers Diet. 


above 


W 2 


THE SECOND EDITION. xu 
above paſſage, but I forbear ſaying any mere, 
than Eraſmus has ſaid for me. | 

I would recommend it, however, to all, 


who have, or ſhall criticiſe on this work, to 
be very certain they — it; for I have 


a ſhrewd ſuſpicion, that this has not been the 


caſe with all its readers; perhaps I might 
name ſome highly-reſpected characters, that 
have been foremoſt in very unbecoming language 
relative to certain ſubjects of it. If thoſe ſub- 
efts are not treated, in a direct conſonance 
with the/aw of Gop, as revealed by Moſes, they 
have my free liberty to ſay what they pleaſe; 
but otherwiſe, let them take care, leſt their 
bit, raillery, and pious ſarcaſins, do not ulti- 


mately tend to vilify and ridicule the Gop 


that made tbem — let them beware, leſt that 
queſtion, once put on a very ſerious occaſion, 
be not put to them, in an hour when they 
will find more difficulty, than they ſeem at 
preſent aware' of, to anſwer it bom baft 


thou reproached and blaſphemed ? And againſt 


whom haſt thou exalted thy voice, and lifted up 


thine, eyes on high ? even againſt the Hox v One 
of ISRAEL. 2 Kings xix. 22. Let them re- 


member, that He will not only convince the 


ungodly, of the hard ſpeeches, which they have 
ſpoken againſt Him, (Jude xv.) but, ſooner or 
later, will deal with perſons of a more decent 


| Charatter, and whoſe ſayings have borne the 


ſemblance of religious zeal, after their folly, in 
that they have not ſpoken of Him the * 2 | 
1. right. See Job xlii. 8. 
A8 to the Ladies, who, I am wid, are ex- 

| tremely 
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tremely diſpleaſed, I hope I have too much 
good manners, to preſume to enter into any 
controverſy with them; only I would recom- 
mend to them alſo, a very ſerious attention to 


what is faid in the preceding paragraph—and  .. 


to take great care, that their o4bje&tions do not 
fall on HI, who knew the fituation HE had 
placed them in, when HE made His /aws for 


the protection of their rail ffters from ruin 


and deſtruction. — They will, however, permit 
me to aſſure them, that if the author had found 
any thing in the divine economy, which tended 
to ſupport the pride of one part of the /ex, at 
the expence of the ruin and praſtitution of the 
other, ® would moſt faithfully have declared 
it; and if his fair readers ſhould ſearch the 
ſcriptures with an intent of finding ſome ſuch 
thing, he would very earneſtly caution them, 
on whom they lay the 4/ame of the diſappoint- 
ment which will moſt certainly attend their 
enquiries. 

The additions which have been made in 
this edition, are ſuch, as tend to elucidate the 
paſſages where they occur, and to ſhew the 
reſpe& and attention, which the auzhor moſt 
_ gratefully pays, to any pertinent and candid 
obſeryations, which have fallen in his way. 

I now conclude this Preface, with the con- 
tents of a paper which I received from a very 
_ reſpectable Clergyman, who was candid enough 
to let his prejudices ſubmit to his judgment, 
and had honeſty enough to own it. 5 

The following Queries contain ſo accurate 
an eb/tome of the work, and are fo much » 
8 0 the 
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the purpoſe, as to ſave the author the trouble 
of introducing them, with any farther remarks 
whatfoeyer. 
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« As the — of a late publication, en - 


titled “ Thel yp phthora or, a Treatiſe on 


Female Ruin,” &c. © is much miſunder- 
ſtood, and miſrepreſented by many-people, 
who 12 ſome of them, never read it 
at all, and the reſt but partially, and not 
without prejudice, and therefore oppoſe 
it; tis judged beſt to ſend its oppoſers 
the following Queſtions, for them to an- 
ſwer: the doing of this, tis thought, will 
bring the matter to a point, enter upon 
particulars, and be a means to diſcover 
where, and with whom, #ruth is, and 
where, and with whom, error is. 


1. Are the miſchievous, ſhocking crimes 


«c 
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66 


ce 
60 


22 


of whoredom, fornication, and adultery, 
got to an enormous and increaſing height, 
in this land, and is the land defiled and 
deluged by them, or not? and is the frown, 
or curſe of Gop upon the land, or is it 
not ? 


« », Is it necdful. and is it our bounden 7 
* duty, to cry aloud againſt theſe Gop- 


provoking, and nation-ruining fins, and 
to ſeek a remedy: againſt this monſtrous | 
evil, or is it not? (7 

z. Is there any thing deſtruktiyely hor- 


ble! in the lives, and any thing ſhockinglx 


dreadful in the deaths of abandoned wo- 
men, alias, common ir proiitutess? or is there 


not? 1 
56 4. What 


ii PREFACE TO 


cc 


What number, how many thouſands 
are there of theſe miſerable creatures in 
our land ? and have they any evil effect on 


the male ſex, or not? 


N. Do our laws, as they n now ſtand, 


hinder this ruinous evil, or do they not? 


and can they, or can they not ? 

* 6. Do our laws encourage, or diſcou- 
rage, honourable marriage, or celibacy ? 
encourage, or diſcourage population ? 
« 7, Do our laws, in any caſes, put aſun- 
der thoſe, whom Gop has joined together, 
and keep together thoſe, whom He has 
ordered to be put aaa or do they 
ot ? 


cc 


. Is there any remedy at all ſpoken of 
in Gop's word, againſt the great evil of 
lewdneſs ; and if there be, what is that 
particular remedy ? _ 
* 9. Does Gop, in His word, He that 
whores, adulterers and adultereſſes ſhall 
be put to death, or does He not? See Le- 
viticus xx. 10. Deut. xxii. 21, 22. 

** 10. In particular inſtances of ſome per- 
ſons injuring others, does Gop, in his 
word, enjoin any recompence that the in- 
jurers and offenders ſhall make the injured, 
or does He not ? 

« 11. Are ſome of our laws, in this land, 
framed upon the Divine laws, in the above- 
mentioned particular, and do they inflict 


| puniſhment on ſome tranſgreſſors and of- 


fenders, in any caſes, according to, the 


ſpirit * the divine laws, br not? :;;:. 
* 12.1 
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% x2. Is there any particular recompence 
that Gop, in his word, orders an anmar- 
ried man to make a virgin whom he has 
defiled, or is there not? and if there be, 
what is it? See Exodus xxii. 16, 17. 
Deut. xxii. 28, 29. | 

„ 13. Is there any particular recompence 
that a married man is enjoined to make the 


virgin, whom he has defiled, or is there 


not ? If there be, what is it? Is the vir- 
gin, in the above cad; to receive a recom- 
pence, and the virgin, in this, to receive 
none, and to be abandoned ? See the above 
ſcriptures. 

14. Is our marriage-ceremony, in the 
church, ſo of the eſſence of marriage as to 
conflitute marriage ; and, therefore, none 
are married in Gop's fight, but what are 
joined together, by a prieſt, with that ce- 
3 ? 


. Is the marriage of the people called 


80 in this land, marriage in Gop's 


* fight? and alſo according to our laws? 


16. Were the marriages performed by 
juſtices. of the peace, in the laſt century, 


for eighteen years together, marriages in 
Gop's ſight, and according to our laws ?. 


« 17. In what way, or by what form, were 


all thoſe people of old joined together, 


whoſe marriages are recorded 1n eh 5 


hiſtory? ? 


2/6 18. In what way, or by what form 
were e Chriſtians married for upwards of a 


% thouſand 


— — 
2 
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* thouſand years immediately after the _ 
© of Chriſt. 
«© 19. Was our church marriege-cere- 
% mony the conſequence of Pope Innocent 
« the za, putting marriage, as a ſacrament, 
« into 8 hands of Popiſn prieſts, or was 
* 22-9027. 
* 20. What reaſons can be aſſigned for 
« Gop's permitting ſo many people, and, 
particularly, ſome of his diſtinguiſhed 
*« :faints of old, to live allowedly in the 
practice of Polygamy, and to die, with- 
* out ever reproving them, calling them 
5 to repentance, (if it was a in and with- 
cout their ever expreſſing any ſorrow for 
„it, and ſhewing any evidences at all of 
«their:repentance? And if Gop's word be 
'« the rule of our conduct, and if the ex- 
% ample of theſe ſaints be written for our 
5 learning, what are we to learn from them, 
foe NP their polygamy ? 
21. If theſe: ſaints: of old lived and died 
&« in „n, by living and dying in the allowed 
<« practice of polygamy, what is the name of 


EE zn ſin? By what term is it to be diſtin- 


e&? Was it adultery ? or, whore 
6 WS, 2 or, fornication? Was their com- 
e merce licit or illicit? What command- 
% ment did they ſin againſt? Were they 
e adulterers, whoremongers, or fornicators? 
% What does the ſcripture-hiſtory of the 
<<. Jives and deaths of theſe ſaints teach us to 


call this * practice? 
| ; « 22, Were 
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% 22, Were Hannah, and Rachel, a 


Fe 
cc 
ce 
cc 


«cc 


<< (after 'Uriah's death) Bathſheba, ae or 


adultereſſes; or, were they lawful and ho- 
noured wives? How are they ſpoken of, 
and how were they treated, as the ſerip- 


tute-hiſtory informs us ? 
„ 23. Wete Joſeph, Samuel, and. Solo- 


mon, baſtards, or honourable legitimate 
ſons ? In what character were they ſpo- 


Ken of and treated? Did-Gop ſhew favour | 


646 


46 
46 


cc 


cc 


. cc 


ce 
cc 


- CC 
- 865 
" cc. 
ec 
46 
„t 


CC 


-, 6C-/ 
6 


cc 


= Þ 


to them, or diſlike of them ? 

« 24. Were not Hannah, Rachel, and 
Bathſheba, whores, or adultereſſes; and 
Joſeph, Samuel, and Solomon, baſtards, 
according to che laws f our land? 


« 2 5. Are there any things unſcriptural, 


as well as impolitic, in the late act of: Par- 


liament for the preventing clandeſtine 


marriages, and if there be, what are they, 


and why ? And why did half the Houſe of 
Lords, fave one ſingle voice, move bor a 


repeal of this act? 
26. In what way can a ſtop be put to 
theſe following ruinous, deteſtable, hor- 
rible, and national evils; namely, brothel- 
keeping, murdering of infants by ſeduced 
women; pregnant virgins committigg--of 


fuicide; medicine-taking to procure abor- 


tion; the venereal diſeaſe; ſeduction 7jproſ- 


titution; whoredom; adultery ; ; and all 


the deplorable evils accompanying and fol- 
lowing the miſchievous ſin of lewdneſs in 
this had! If. Gop's law reſpecting the 
commerce of the ſexes, was obſerved, and 


4 if 
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if the laws of our land were to enforce 
that, might we not expect His bleſſing on 
ſuch. means uſed to accomplih ſo needed 
and deſirable an end ? | 
% 27. On ſuppoſition that polygamy be a 
practice diſallowed of Go, is the other part 


of the ſcheme for preventing the horrible 


evils of lewdneſs in our land, ſcriptural and 
practical, or not? 
« 28. Is the deſign and aim of the book 
to hinder lewdneſs, and its deplorable ef- 
fects, or not? | 

« After theſe n are anſwered, not 
in a trifling, ſuperficial, and merely ſpe- 
cious and declamatory manner, but in a 
full, plain, fair, ſcriptural, and reaſonable 
manner; and the anſwers are open and 
honeſt, free from paltry ſubterfuge, and 
all deceiving equivocation, and reſervation, 
and all the anſwers are founded on truth 
and facts, we ſhall then notice what the 
conſequences will be of ſuch a right mode 
of anſwering theſe queſtions; and ſo find 
out, whether the arguments in Thelyph- 
thora” be ſcriptural, reaſonable, and defen- 
ſible, or not ; whether the ſcheme in that 
book has a good or a bad tendency; whether 
to be reprobated, or received; and whether 
the friends and abettors of it are friends 
or foes to their country? the cauſe of Gop ? 
the temporal, ſpiritual, and eternal wel- 
fare of their fellow- creatures * 
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INTRODUCTION... 


- 


O call in queſtion the truth of longs. . 


received opinions, is a ſort of employ- 
ment which ee chuſe to be engaged in; 
not only from the natural indolence and ſu- 
pineneſs of the human mind, but from the 
reception which ſuch attempts are likely to 
meet with from the generality, who are al- 
ways jealous of whatſoever may ſeem an at- 
tack on principles which have the ſanction of 
antient cuſtom; and from thence, even of la 
themſelves, for their ſupport. Os 

We need but look * back to the times of. 
the Reformation, in order to ſee this abun- 


If we carry our reſearches into the hiſtory of the 
Heathen world, we ſhall find that it was an eſtabliſhed - 
maxim adopted by Plato, and in which all the other | 
philoſophers without exception concurred, that F every _ 


< nation ſhould worſhip the gods according to the eſta- 5 
„ bliſhed laws and cuſtoms, to which alſo every private 


„ perſon in his on practice ought to conform.” 


this artifice of the dei (who is emphatically ſtyled re | 


& god of this world, that blinds the minds of men, 2 Cor. 
iv. 4.) not only the Heathen world, but a great part of 
the Chriſtian world, hath been enſlaved in chains of error 
r Bc and 
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LY 
dantly verified. Our Reformers no ſboner 
began the falutary work of enquiry after 
truth, and its infallible conſequence, the 
detection of error, than the whole Chri/is 


world, fo called, was in arms againſt them, 


Council were ſummoned, node held, and 


their ſentences were, in ſubliance, what that 
of the ** men, brethren, and fathers,” of the 
Jews was againſt that ſu Ur innovator, 
Paul of Farhks, when they 10 d, *© Away with, 
Juch a fellow from the earth, for it is not r. fit that 
he. ſhould live. Aéts xxii. 22. 
When Paul and Silas were apprehended, | 
and carried before the magiſtrates x at Phitippr, 
the charge againſt them ran in the following 
terme: Theſe men, being Jews, do exceed-. 
mgly. ly. trouble. our city, and teach cuſtoms which 
are not lawful for us to obſerve, being Romans,” 
But why was it not /awfa/ for the Roman: 
to obſerve what Paul had been teaching? 
Becauſe of the contraristy of the Roman le 


and delufion, On the forging of this maxim it was, 


that when Socrates, who was the wileit of the philaſophere, 


attempted to awaken his countrymen to a more rational 

_ ſpiritual fenſe of divine things than they had been ac- 

tomed to, he was accuſed at Athens * Anyjus and 

elitus, that * he did. not believe. thoſe: to be: gods, 

6 59000 the, ci believed, and that he introduced, other 

— rants — this he, was put to death, Hom many 

tans nals been put to death on a ſimilar; principle, 

yo: e 81 s of thoſe declare who are now crying, He- 

LORD. haly,and true, df than nat: judge: and aveyge 
our Ehud em. that. dwell, on the earth Rey, vi, 9s 10. 

yo e ds it as. a duty upon the. people ta fol- 
religion of their anceſtorxs, Cid. de Leg. 

ld, li. 10 eee ** 

5 and 


1 


and ſuperſtitions to Gop's wonl- für 2 like 
reaſon, the Reformers taught things which it 
was not /awfu/ for the ſabjedts of "hi kin 
dom to abſer ue, becauſe: the ſyſtem of the 
laws of church and ſtate were oppoſite to the 
Bible—and; as far as they are At ſtill; fo far 
will a writer againſt them be det᷑med no bet- 
ter than a troubler of the laud, and a teacher 
of cuſtoms which it it not Laws UL for. 27 70 
objerve. He likewiſe ſtands fair for being called 
one of thoſe, who would turn tb world. up- 
de down. See Acts xvi. 20, 21. xvii. 60. 
Had not Luther. quarrelled with Pope 
Leo X. and brought himſelf into difficult and 
dangerous circumſtances, it is not im poſſible 
but that the light of that great reformer had 
remained hidden under the * bufhe/ of monkery. 
However, it pleaſed Gon to order it other- 
wiſe, and, in his gracious idence, to 
over- rule Lutber s fituation,: for the inveſti- 
gation and promulgation of the faith once de- 
lroered to the ſaints, Jude 3. This extraor- 
dinary man was. led to farth; think, and 
judge for himſelf; and (drawing His art 
the incxhauftible arſenal f the yes | 


aun } firſt to uy trek. and then to over- 
ü 1 to. vis throw, 


| 
* "Mat th. V. — 
N I 'would Ke Ko that _—— 0 9 5 an Eule 
LE 85 | 
| Mana e queated at bite 15 Pe: reigp of arent I a | 
the 14 


has, th e honour o ſon. in Eure 
pup ickly called, 1 8000 ly. refute I; 
8 90 which uellig, for certain quring lo, _ , 
. For this he was ſorely BY 


x poured nd. life; ah after his death, his bones, 
ich had been buried forty-one years, were dug * 
< | 
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1 
throw, errors, which had been received as 
the moſt ſacred truths for ages, and which 


had been maintained, by every ſupport, 


which the credulity and ſuperſtition of man- 
kind, aided by laws and powers eccigſiaſtical 
and civil, could give them. on K 
From whence I would infer, that no pi 
nions or doctrines whatſoever, receive any 
concluſive proof of their truth, from the ſuf. 


frages of men, however wiſe, learned, or 


however ſupported by human maxims, cuſtoms, 
or /aws. To take it for granted, that truth 


muſt be where there are theſe 19 gent is at. 


once to give .up our privilege .of enquiring . 
and judging for ourſelves; and, if ſo, we 
might as well have been born without _ | 
and judgment as with them. Upon ſuch a 

principle as this, a Mobammedan has as good 
* a reaſon for the truth of the Koran, as we 
have for the truth of the Bible; for the former 
hath as much the cuſtoms and Jaws of Turkey 
: DE e e e 


and burned. This by a ſolemn decree of the council of 
Conſtance. See Fox's Martyrs, vol. i. 529. He was 
the firſt tranſlator of the New Teſtament from the Latin 
Vulgate into Engliſh. He died about 1387. Jortin Rem. 

vol. v. p. 479 —80. : | 
* So had the antient Heathen for the truth of their 
ſyſtems. Many of the philoſophers actually reſolve all 
moral obligations into merely human laws and conffitu- 
tions; making them the only meaſure of right and wrong, 
er. and evil: ſo that if the people had a mind to be in- 
ructed what they ſhould do or forbear, they ſent them 
to the laws of their ſeveral countries, and allowed them 
to do whatſoever was not forbidden by thoſe laws. Le- 
land, vol. ii. 81, 82. Plato is for people's * worſhip- 
ping the gods appointed by the laws of the Rate, and 
| e in 


for its ſupport, as the latter has thoſe of 
England. ** Idolatry at Pekin (ſays a late 
« writer) Mobammediſin at Conſtantinople, Po- 
— pery at Rome, and orthogoxy at Weſtminſter, 
* will be all equally right. Theearth will turn 

% round in England, and ſtand ſtill in Italy; 
«© and our holy religion will be true in Eu- 
40 ro but an arrant falſchood throughout 
„ all the continent of Aa. Humanum eff 
errare, is too true reſpecting every man and 
all men, as fallible creatures. Churches and 
councils, as well as other communities *, are 
4. e eee 


. << in the manner there preſcribed.” | Ib. p· 119. note p. : 


So before him Pythagoras, : 
| 2 Ae Tpowla O NOMQ az AIAKEITAI | 
2409 .— ; | | 
Firſt the immortal gods, as is by law ordain'd, 
Worſhip. On 1 8 5 : 
When Eraſmus was about to publiſh his edition of the New. 
Teſtament, he was ſorely abuſed, for preſuming to amend. 
the text, by correcting ſome blunders in the commonly- re- 


eeived readings—and, in his account of the arguments of 


his oppoſers, ſays, _— others, Quidam hic nobis tradunt 
Leſbiam regulam, ut id habeatur pro recto, quod vulgo re- 
ceptum t. Some here lay down for me the Leſbian 
< rule, that, that ſhould be eſteemed right, which is 


46 commonly received.“ At this rate, how unprofitably | 


does a man paſs his time in endeavouring to inſtruQ him- 
ſelf, with the hope of inſtructing others? 3 

* By paying little deference. to general councils, 
© few inconveniences ariſe, compared with thoſe which 


« inevitably follow a blind and tame ſubmiſſion, in 5 
| human deciſions, and to public, 
«© wiſdom, as ſome of our. controyerſial doctors have 


4 points of faith, 
« loyed to call it, which may be public folly. 

<< -Pablic wiſdom is àa mere Proteus; and, not to con- 
4“ ſider it. in Pagan or Mahometan countries, amongſt 


and 


$f che 70% it once was * wiſdom of Ahab and Jezebel, | 


3 


2 


1 3 ] „„ 


1 


C01 
therefore liable to be miſtaken, as is modeſtly 
confeſſed by the Church of En gland i in her 
21ſt article, Ta Of General Countils.” n 

« When they be gathered together (foraſ- 
es much as they be an afſembly of men 
« whereof all be not governed by the Spirit 
t and word of God) they may err, and 
« ſometimes have erred in things pertaining 
„ to God: Wherefore things ordained by 
* them as neceſſary to falvation have neither 
« ſtrength nor authority, unleſs it may be 
« declared that they are taken out of the 
Holy Scriptures.” 

The 1 of the following pages would 
humbly hope, that, h avin ſo venerable an 
i authority fer calling in * ion the truth of 
It certain matters, which are. moſt urædꝶ be- 
| lieved amongſt us, he ſhall not be „ im- 
pertinently contentious, if, touching 
ki points, he differs from the ere 
| countrymen, Who, contenting t ce 
| With z9%jons and opinions received ty gains 
I from. their fathers, have never thought of 
i looking after the foundations on Wig they, 
bl are grounded, and hay therefore t miſta ken the 

Jallible authority = ob. like themſelves, for 
the divine and ;nfallible authority of truth ite Hf. 

That our brothels are ge wit barkots, 


our ſtreets with proflieutes, and our land with 


K 


«. and aftrtwards' A Auna: and Caiapbas. It ſe aut 
«© with a great ſhew of f 1 gion, 110 begins wit 


3 Goſpel according to St. 2 and it 12 
4 he Goſpel ee to s N 80 73 Rem, 


you! Ii. p. 1934: 
Ty 


. 
impurity, is too dreadfulſy true, Magadalins, 
Ahlumt, and all the kind and benevolent in- 
terpofitions of public charities, however we 
may ſuppoſe them, with reſpect to ſortme feu 
individuals, to anſwer their benevolent de- 
figns, are inadequate to the cure of ſo ctyigg 
an evil. A tree is not to be deftroyed by 
AY off a few leaves, or by cutting aws 
here and there a branch; nor can ſo general 
at evil, as we have ſpoken of, be reformed 
by fo partial, ſo precarious # remedy," 48, 
from the nature of things, it is in the power 
of the beſt diſpoſed, as matters art now con- 
ſtituted amongſt us, to adminifter. 
IIe ar mil be laid to the root chis is the 

divine wiſdom. The. truth is, that the evil 
above mentioned, as all others, ariſes fron 
the negle& and contempt of the divine law, 
and the ſubſtitution of human * laws in its 
fteack. The wiſdom and goodneſs of Gop, 
which He has ſhewn in the proviſion gra- 
ciouſly made for the protection and deferice 
of this weaker ſex; from the villaitiy, gen- 
chery, and eruelty of the fronger, arc dilre- 
garded. Gop's laws are laid aſide, for that 
| tſtetw of baſeneſs ant barburity, Which per- 


This pradijce exactly harmonlzes with & e princi⸗ 
ples of: — Bolingbroke, pert concludes. 9 5 fg 1 
ſentiment on the commerce of mem and women, with 
theſe words:;—5* Jyereqſe and multiply, is the law of na 
ture, The manner in which this ſhall, be executedy 
with the greateſt advantage to ſociety is the 9 2 55 . 
6 man.“ Here this matter is left wholly-ts poli ical» 
conſiderations and human laws, without any divine {aw 
to reſtrain or regulate it. 4 = iy 
I „ 


mite 


and 


female mind, how oug 


5 | 
mits men, with impunity, firſt to duoe, and 
then to betray, to infamy, want, miſery, 
diſeaſe, and even death itſelf in many in- 
ſtances, thouſands and tens of thouſands of 
unhappy women, who (were the laws of 


Heaven regarded, as they ought to be, 
and made the foundation of our municipal 


laws) inſtead of becoming nuiſances, and 
reduced to the ſtate of Devz/s * incarnate, 


might have been the comforts of their fami- 


lies, the delight of their friends, the orna- 


ments of civil ſociety. - : „ 
As to what ſhall be advanced on theſe, 
the other ſubjects of the following 


diſcourſe, ' the author is not wild enough to 


imagine that, what he has to ſay, will meet 


with any better reception than ht book does 


from whence he takes his authority; or that 


any perſon who does not regard the Bible ſo 


far as to pay an implicit regard to its ſacred 


This expreſſion will not be thought too ſtrong, 
when the appendages, and concomitant-yices of proftitu- 
tion are conſidered ; ſuch as profane curſing and ſwearing 
—blaſphemy—obſcene talking —drunkenneſs—lying—thiev-. 
2 even the unnatural crime mentioned Rom. i. 
26. This is ſo frequent, as even to haye become com- 
mon. When ſuch are the gradual conſequences of era- 
dicating every principle of modeffly and virtue from the 

bt that /aw to be reverenced, which 
was ordained of Heaven for their protection! —_— 
quien, L'eſprit des Loix, vol. i. Liv. 16. c. 12. ob- 
ſerves, that there are ſo many evils attending the loſs 
© of virtue in a woman, the whole ſoul is ſo degraded 


5e by it, and ſo many other faults follow upon it, that, 
in a popular ſtate, public incontinence may be regarded 
5 as the greateſt of misfortunes,” © 3 


Dus rel 4 
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dictates, 


« > 
nA 
- 


E 

dictates, will be in the leaſt perſuaded by what 
will be offered: much leſs that there will 
be any alteration in our national ſyſtem of 
laws, till, as a nation, we practically adopt, 
as we certainly profeſs to believe, and as it is 
evidently true, that Gop is to make laws for 
man, and not man for Gop; or, in other words, 
that the world is to conform to the Brble, 
and not the Bible to the worlds. 
It is now long ſince Chriſt charged the 
Fewiſh Rabbies with making void the. law 
I God through their traditions, - and teaching 
for doctrines the commandments of men, here 
by proving themſelves the children and: 
followers of thoſe of whom he complains 
II. xxix. 13. This people draw near me with. 
their mouth, and with their lips do honour- 
me, but have removed their heart far from: 
me, and their fear towards me is taught by. 
the precept of men. Human nature is * juſt. 
the ſame now that it was then, and the 
ſame leaven has run through bumen Gem, 

more or leſs, to this hour. 4 by þ4 
Our laws concerning marriage, eſpecial- 
ly ſince the famous marriage- act, are full 


* Auguſt 1, 1543, the Pariſian divines aſſem- 
re bling 2 people be _ ſound of _— publiſhed 
be five-and-twenty heads of Chriftian doctrine, propoſing: | 
6 the bare concluſions, and determinations, without add | 
<« ing reaſons, perſuaſions, or grounds, but only pre- 
6b ſcribing,” as it were by — what. they wal 
have — Theſe were printed, and ſent through 
& all France, confirmed by the King's letters; under moſt 
, grievous puniſhments againſt; whomſoever ſpake or 
<c taught otherwiſe,” Brent. Hiſt. Coun; TO. | 


ti ! 


of this, and hence in part aviſes the mit- 
chief complained of. By fubſtituting 4 


human ceremony of man's invention, in the 
place of the only ordinance of marriage 


which Gop ever inftituted or revealed, we 
have reduced the moſt ſolemn of all ties 
to a ſort of civil infirtntion, the moſt facred 
of all obligations to a mere civil contract; 
and where the latter can be avoided, the 
e is as fofally vacated, as if it had never 


By Gov! 5 expreſs command from ome Nau 


Sinai, where the laws eoncerning ru good 


and evil, were eternally and unalterably meld, 
no man could fuse a virgin and then aban- 
an her, He fhalb ſurely endow her to be his 


: Exod. xxii. 16. And again, Deut. xxii. 


29, "She ſhalt be his wife; BECAUSE WE HAS 
* HER, le my not pur ber r er 
Bis Ho ; 

wal any 45 theſe laws are * anti- 
quated'?” F anſwer, they are as unchan 
able as the Gop that made them.” Bis /aw 
is: His ill, and therefore can no more change 
than Himſelf. The ftrength of IRA mr ir not 
a man that He ſhould repent ori change his 
mind, opinion, or Purpoſe.. 1: Sam. xv. 29. J 


am: Jonovati, IT change not, is the: charadter | 


We read — the memoirs of the great oute 
that one of the ph; loſophicalaworks of that prefoumd gen us? 
was intitled, A complete digeſt of Ele "of Na- 
6 ture, with a review of thoſe | aw are , 2 

M 


4+ praled, and of thoſe the are "er od berrenwed 
de. * in force. 
_ which 


\ 


8 


T- 


which he records of himſelf, Mal. iii. 16g 


and to ſhew that he hath ſtamped the fame 
unchangeableneſs upon his laws, he ſays, Deut, 


iv. 2. Ye ſhall not ADD unte the word which 


F command you, neither ſhall, Ye DIMINISH. 


ought from it, that ye may Reep the 3 
ments of the Lon p your Gop, And ag 


Deut. xii. 32. What thing ſbæver I 9 


you, obſerve to do it, thou ball nor ADD cberele 


nor DIMINISH from „ 

Now, J do take it for ro, that He, 
who, ſpeaking to the people of 1 lire, calls 
himſelf Tae Eo van YOUR 1835 18 400 HR 
Loxp ouR Gon. Ls he the God of the Jeve, 
only ? Is he not alſo of the Gentiles ? Yeo 


the Gentiles alſo. Rom. iii. 29. For which 


very evident reaſon, I do conclude, that. beth 


= and Gentiles are equ ally ſubje& to'thoſe 


ws which the Loxp THEIR Cop once re- 
vealed and eſtabliſhed, for the moral. govyern=, 
ment of the world: and therefore (as we 
may learn from the teſtimony of the Apelile 
of the Gentiles under the. New Teſtament, 
Gal. iii. 10. as welt as, from Mo oſes under the. 
ON Feſtament, Deut. xxvii. 26 9 Cu * 
every one, that continueth not in ALL E ings, 
whith are writfen in t the B o or FHE Lay, 
fa do them. © 1700 
Theſe laws therefore and. en te 1 t 
footing. with what we. . uſyally.c the. Ten 
ae e ae. no more ſudject to, 
ry or alteration than re... I ſay thay: 
on the ſame rg 5 they Were, 


4 by G Moſes, 0 La 


1 
fame divine veracity, the fame awful, and i in- 
diſputable authority, and are guarded by the 
ſame tremendous des 

That the merely ceremonial laws are pi 
old, and vaniſhed away, Heb. viii. 13. is cer- 
tain, becauſe they were only eſtabliſhed for 

the time then preſent, Heb. ix. 9. to point 
out, and prefigure things to come. They had 

their va nd accompliſhment in CHRIST, 
and of courſe their utter abolition. This, 
ſo far from arguing any change of mind or, 
will in Gop, is one of the higheſt and moſt ü 
illuſtrious proofs of the uniformity, and con- 
ſiſtency, with which he has laid down, car- 
ried on, and perfected the ſame one deſign 
from the beginning. 

But the moral laws which reſpect the well- 
being of ſociety, the prevention of diſorder, 
confuſion, and all other appendages of moral 
evil, muſt endure, as long as the objects to 
which they relate endure on the face of the 
earth, When Sf. Paul, Gal. iii. 10. and 
Rom. x. 5. cites the ſanctions of the moral. 
law from the Old Teſtament, he ſhews very 
clearly, that it ſtill remains as an invariable 
rule of conduct, from which all the people 
of Gop, whether Fews or Gentiles, are equally: 
forbidden to depart. 

Can any perſon. therefore, in his ſober ſen- 
ſes, imagine that it was unlawful in the fight, 
of Gop (becauſe expreſsly by a pofitive law 
forbidden) three thouſand years ago, ta take a 
virgit and then abandon | er, but that N 
it s [awful ? or, "becauſe there is no Jaw "a 

ol 


N 
this land againſt it, it is therefore leſs of- 
fenſive in the eyes of Gop, than at the in- 
ſtant He forbad it? or that Gop's law is 
only binding on the conſciences of men, 
where it has the ſanction of human “ inſti- 
tutions to inforce it? If it be tine which 
wears out the malignity of ſuch an evil, or 
the obligation of the divine law againſt it, 
we may as well imagine that other crimes 
ſtand in the ſame predicament, and the moſt 
_ atrocious violations of the ſecurity and hap- 
pineſs of mankind, will have a preſcriprrue 
| innocence to plead in their excuſe, _. 
That all ſuch reaſonings are not only with- 
out foundation, but directly oppoſite to the 
divine truth, we learn from that truth t/elf, 
which hath aſſured us, that f ig eafier far 
heaven and earth to paſe than one tittle of the 
law to fail.” And that we may be aſſured 
He ſtamped the moſt permanent authority. 
on that law, and particularly on that part of 
the law of which we have now been ſpeak= 
ing, He adds, in the very, next words 
* Whoſoever putteth away his wife, and marri-, 
eth another, committeth adultery ; and whoſoever 
marrieth her that is put away from her huſband; 
committeth adultery.” This is no new law 
enacted by our bleſſed Sæviaur on the ſubject, 


We may ſay of human laws, ceremonies, and in- 
ſtitutions, which interfere with the obligation of God's 
ordinances or commandments, as Henry II. King of 


France ſaid of the papal diſpenſations, that they are 


not able to ſecure the conſcience, and are nothing 
<< but a ſhadow caſt before the eyes of men, which can- - 
* not hide the truth from Gon.“ r a ena 

but 


3 


but an applfcation and explanation of that 


thing that is gone out of his lips. Pf. Ixxxix. 34. 


Fay? 


my hw which he had, immediately before, 
faid,=* could never fail,” and which was 
given to Moſes at mount Sinai. See Luke 

i. 17, 1% Sy 
When our Lord in his ſermon on the 
mount, as recotded by St. Matthew, is about 
to explain the oral law, and vindicate it ' 
from the falſe gloffes which thie Scribes and 

Phatifees had put upon it, he prefaces his ex- 
planation with theſe remarkable words— 


. Veri I ſay wits jou, till heaven and earth 


paſs, one 50 or one tittle (one, even the moſt 
ſeemingly inconſiderable part of a ſingle let- 
ter) Hall in no wife paſs from the law, till all be 


fulfilled.” tos di wavra ve,. Until all things 


* 


Be done. Which, with the learned Dr. Ham- 


mond on Matth. v. 18, F would thus para- 


firafe : Till the world be deſtroyed, and 
« all things come to an end, no one leaſt 
« particle ſhall depart from the law, or 


&- be taken away, or loſe its force and ob- 


« ligation.” “ Whoſoever, — faith. 
Chrift, ver. 19, /hall break one of theſe leaſt 
commandments, and ſhall teach men ſo, "he ſhall | 
be'called the leaſt in the kingdom of heaven ; but 
whoſoever ſhall do, and teach them, the ſame 


ſhall be called great in the kingdom of heaven.” 


After ſuch a teſtimony as this to the * inmu- 


*The Pſalmiſt ſaith, Pf. exix. 89. 
Dov aw Tor TT_ 4 
In the heavens is ſercied thy word O YJebowab! For ever 
I. muſt therefore declare it, not only as my opinion, but 
as a fixed article of my faith, that a ſingle atom of the 
moral law can never be changed - nor wilt God alter the 


tability 


its force, by any further arguments. 


I will therefore now proceed to enamine 
the ſuhjoete propoſed, which I. ſhall do ſing- 


ly. on the authority of Gop's word; and 


this, not hy detaching one text Here and 


there from the reſt of the ſacred ſeriptaress 


but by examining carefully the who through 
aut, comparing. ſbiritual t hing, with Spirit uul, 
1 Cor. ii. 13. and thus allowing the Word of 
Gop to be, what Cop doubtleſs intended it 
ſhould be, the gf comment upon itſeif. 


Nor ſhall I venture to reſt any one point 


on the authority of even the. beſt & fru 
lations, but conftantly have recourſe to the 
original ſcriptures, being deſirous to follow 


that ſenſible maxim, that 3 
e he received in proof, but on the beft teſ- 


ce. timany which e nature of the thin wilt 


«. admit of. If, in matters of civil pro- 
perty, 4 will not be ice in 
e evidence, where the original can be come 
« at, how much doth. it behove us, in mat- 
ters of eternal concerns. to have the beſt. evi- 
dence for our determinations ?” Satius e pr- 
tere 12 quam fecturi rroulos, 
I have endeavaured to clear my imagination 


of all worldly ſyſtems, and human inuentions' 


_ *Whoſdeyer ready the AriQtures on, or rather agai . 
the facred ſeriptures, of that eee 
viler of them. M. de Voltaire, may ſee.how he has been 
ä ls miſtakes by ſ6me of the Latin and French 
tranyations. EE Tee 


what- 


4 
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whatſoever, whether Popiſb or Proteſtant, and 
to allow no authority more modern than the 


ſacred ſcripture, /ſs weighty than inſpira- 


tion itſelf, to amount to a proof of what is 
true or falſe. As for the writings of 8 
tive * fathers, Chriſtians, &c. the whole rab- 
ble of /choolmen, together with the decrees 
of councils, churches, fynods, &c. a'man, who 
wiſhes to know the truth, ſhould no more 


receive a matter of doctrine on their autho- 


rity, than he ſhould a matter of act on the 
teſtimony of a Popiſb legend. Nay, I will 


- ® Theſe were but fallible men, like ourſelves, at beſt 3 


and if we conſider the ſtrange opinions which are to be 
found in their writings, we muſt acknowledge them to 


be very faulty. Though they have been ſo mutilated, 


changed, interpolated, and corrupted, by the various 


ſects who have wanted their teſtimony to ſpeak for them, 


that it is difficult to know what is genuine, and what is 
not. I remember to have met with the following diſ- 
mal, — ſhort account, of the writings of the a- 


atent erroribus tum veterim tum recenti- 


thers, —<* 


% orum hæreticorum. They abound with the errors, 


cc as well of the old, as of the more modern heretics.” 


BuRNET obſerves, that there was a great mixture 


of ſophiſticated fluff, that went under the antient 


< names, and was joined to their true works, which 
« critics have ſince diſcovered to be ſpurious.” Hiſt. 
Ref. p. 30. 2d edit. vol. i. The apoſtle Tit. i. 14. 
ould be 955 i 

bri 


warns us againſt Jewiſh fables; we 5 
careful of giving heed to thoſe which ſeem to bear a 
tian ſtamp. | 


WMWe might as well recommend a young man to the ſtudy 
of ſo many volumes of news-papers to make him an accu- 
rate hiftoriographer, as to the ſtudy of the fathers to make 

him a ſound divine. How far they may make him a rot- 
ten one, may be ſeen in the Life of Dr. Clarke, by W. 


* 
. 


Whijſton, p. 143, 151, 155. 


A 


©} | 
go farther and fay, that the * dying words, 


and unſhaken conſtancy of ſaints, martyrs, 


and confeſſors, ought to prove no more than 
that they themſelves believed what they 
« faid,” unleſs the holy ſcriptures bear teſti- 
mony to their opinions. OM 

However clear the ring is, yet, when 
it divides itſelf, flowing from the fountain- 
head into different channels, it will naturally 
preſent to the eye the colour, and to the 
palate the taſte, of the different ſoils through 
which it may happen to take its courſe, I 
have therefore found little encouragement 
to reſt. any thing on the authority of commen- 
lators; who, being prejudiced by education, 
influenced by cuſtom, and miſled by others. 
that have gone before them—inſtead of 7hink- 


ing as the Bible ſpeaks, too frequently make 


the Bible ſpeak as they think. The concluſion 
of the matter therefore ought to beo the 


LAw and to the TESTIMONY | If. viii. 20, 


Much has been built on the conſtancy with which the. | 
martyrs ſuffered—but when we find people dying with 
equal conſtancy for oppoſite opinions, nothing is con- 


_ cluſively proved on either fide, but that each believed his 


own tenets. —See Burnet's Hiſt, Ref. vol. ii. p. 112. gd 
edit. the caſe of Joan of Kent, and of George Van Pare, a 
Dutchman. 2 | OT. Ei 
It is a dangerous thing to build our faith on equivocal, 
teſtimony, inſtead of the o INFALLIBLE EVIDENCE of. 
God's WRITTEN WORD—which can neither he nor de- 
ceive; and againſt which there can lie no appeal, to any 
ether writings in the world, nor to any other tgſlimony of 
any kind whatſoever. . FT 41 138 
„ j 


* 
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CHAL 0 
| Of Manxrace as 4 Divine Inflitution. 


HEN the great and all-wiſe Creator 


had formed man upon the earth, nale 
and female, He bleſſed them, and ſaid unto them, 
Be fruitful and multiply, and repleniſh the earth. 


Gen. i. 28. This command was to be ful- 


filled in a way of Gop's own 4 ago pare 


that is to ſay, by the union of the man and 
woman in perſonal knowledge of each other. 
This is the only + marriage-ordinance which 
we find revealed 'in the ſacred ſcriptures. 
Wherever this union ſhould come to paſs, 
though rwe diſtinct and independent perſons 
before, they now were to become as one. 


They ſhall be one * fleſh, Gen. ii. 24, and ſo 


+ By this expreſſion, I would be underſtood'to mean, 


that by which the parties become one fleſh in Gop's ſight, 
ſo as not to be put aſunder. See Matth. xix. 5, 6. 


* "IR WD one fleſh—its capus nua, Gr. Teſt. 


The Hebrew) prefixed, hath often this ſenſe. See Joſh. 


vii. 5. Lam. i. 17. So the Greet prepoſition es, which 
anſwers to it. Compare 2 Sam. vii. 14. with Heb. i. 5. 
where the hab and INS of the Old Teſtament, are ren- 
dered by 415 vai and 4:5 die in the New Teſtament; 


and clearly evince the names of Father and Son to be 
æconomical names of office in the covenant of redemption, 
not deſcriptive of an inferiority and ſubordination in the 
perſons of the GophEAD. Compare Luke i. 35. 

Alſo T1 with 5, and a noun following; denotes 
ſome change of condition, ſtate, or quality, and ſignifies 
—to become. Gen. ii. 7. 24. xvii. 4. Exod. iv. 4. & al. 


freq, ; | «A. 
1 indiſſolubly 


* - 


19 ] 

indiſſolubly one, as to be inſeparable, Mat 
God hath joined together, let not man put afun- 
der. Matt. xix. 6. oO | 


That this oneneſs aroſe from this af of 
union, and from the command gpnſequent 


upon it, that 7hey ſhould be one feſh, is evi- 


dent from the Apeſilès reaſoning, 1 Cor. vi. 
15, 16. Know ye not that your bodies are the 
members of CHRIST? Shall I then take the 
members of CHRIST, and make them the mem 
bers of an * harlot ? Gad forbid | What, know 
ye not that be that is JOINED te an Hurlot is 
ONE BoDY ? for tuo, faith he, ball be ont 
FLESH. „ 

This queſtion of the Apoſtle's Nuo ye 
nor that he that is joined fo an harlot is one 
body ? and what follows, being taken to- 
gether, have a plain reference to what Adam 
ſaid, Gen. ii. 24. and ſeems very fully to 
determine, not only the ſtrictneſs of the 
marriage-union, but that which conſtitutes 
it in the fight of Gop. In all which there 
is not the leaſt hint, or moſt diſtant alluſion, 
to any outward rite or ceremony adminiſ- 
tered by any perſon whatſoever ; but the 
whole is made to reſt ſimply and only in the 


* Topry, from mreprnpur, or repras, to ſell, | A whores 
a woman who proſtitutes her body for gain. 80 the 
Latin meretrix is from mereor, to earn, get money: and 
our Engliſb word whore, from the German huren (Dutch 
Saeren) to hire. Thus Ovid. lib. i. eleg. 10. TOLD 
Stat meretrix certo cuivis mercabilis ære, | 

Et miſeras juſſo corpore guærit open. 
| See Parthurſt's Gr, Lex. 


C3 perſonal 


to the union of CHRIST with the church, v. 32. Thus 


[2 ] 


perſonal Þ union of the man and woman. It 


is this alone which, according to the Apoſtle, 
makes them one fleſh, . 


If 


lt may be preſumed, that in what Adam ſaid, Gen. 
ii. 23. he had an immediate reference to her formation 
out of a part of himſelf; but that there was alſo an al» 


luſion to the perſonal union of the male and female, in 


what he ſays, ver. 24. is clearly proved by the Apoſtle's 
argument, 1 Cor. vi. 16; otherwiſe his citing this paſ- 
ſage of Gen. ii. 24. would have been nothing to the pur- 
poſe to ſhew that this makes. them on The Hee 

brew YWNA PAT is rendered by the LXX, NPOSKOA» 
AHOHEETAI, pee T1 yuvains dv]s, in Matt. xix. 5. 
TIPOEKXOAAHOHEETAI 71 ura &v]s. Let the reader 
compare all this with the Apo/tle's 6 KOAAQ'MENOE Ty 
Topyy, and it will be very eaſy to ſee that the fame idea 
runs through the whole; which is, that thoſe who are thus 
joined, are one body, and pronounced by Gop—one fleſh, 


This will appear ſtill the more evidently, if we conſider 


oUR LoRD's expreſſion, as repreſented by the Evangeliſt, 
Matt. xix. 6. where he uſes the word EYNEZETZEN, 
hath joined, or yoked together, as the effect of the cauſe ex- 
preſſed by TIpogxonantnod]ar. All this will appear ftill 
more evidently, if, with the accurate Ar. Mont. we 
tranſlate Y] d PAIN, & adherebit IN UXORE sUA. 
A very candid critic on Thelyphthora, aſks, ** how the 
& above idea (of xoAa@uesros) is reconcileable with the 
< context, in which the ſame word is applied to the Lord 
<& LID K0AA@ Evo TW Kupla, He that is JOINED to the 
Lord,” &c. It is a pleaſure to me to give a candid queſ- 
tion as candid an anſwer. ETSY 
The idea contended for, where zoAAGuero; is made uſe 
of as denoting the union of a man with an Harlot, cannot 
be the ſame with that where it denotes the union of the be- 
liever in one ſpirit with the Lord: the one is evidentlya car- 
nal idea, the other as evidently ſpiritual ; yet the marriage- 
union is emblematical of the ſpiritual union between 
Cur1srT and the believer, as to the ſtrictneſs and indiſſolu- 
bility of the union itſelf, and many other particulars, which 
the reader may find, Eph. v. 22— 33. where (v. 97.) the 
Apoſtle quotes Gen. ii. 24. and expreſsly aſſimi ates it 


are 


t ar 1 


If the licentious and temporary union with 
an Harlot, makes a man to become one body, 
and one fleſh with her, we may ſappoſe that 
the fin of fornication receives no ſmall ſhare 


of its b from the abuſe thereby 


committed of the . ordinance of marriage as 
eſtabliſhed by Gop: as entering into it with- 
out any intention of abiding by it, but merely 
to gratify a tranſient luſt, and that with a 
woman who departs from one to another, as 
gain or evil deſire may lead her. Neverthe- 
leſs the Apofile, on the authority of Gen. 
ii. 24. ſays, that be that is JOINED fe an 
Barlot, is one body, and one fleſh with her, b 
being engaged in that ordinance, of wh 
theſe things are declared, in the paſſage re- 
ferred to, to be the inevitable conſequences. 
From what has been ſaid, it appears, that 
marriage, as inſtituted of Gop, ſimply con- 
fiſts (as to the eſſence of it) in the ànion of 
the man and woman as one body ; for which 


are earthly things made uſe of to teach us heavenlytruths ; 
and indeed in this dark and imperfect ſtate of mortality, 

this is the only way by which we can become acquainted 
with them; they are therefore made uſe of for this gra- 
cious purpoſe, throughout the whole Bible. | 

The Apo/ile is ſhewing, in this place of 1 Cor. vi. the 
horrid inconſiſtency of believers, who, in a ſpiritual ſenſe 
are joined to the Lord, (compare John xv. 5.) and be- 
conn ry with him, (ſo that their very bodies are 
temples of the Holy Ghoft, ver. 19.) taking thoſe bodies from 
the ſanctiſied uſe (ſee 1 Tbefl. iv. 4, 5.) to which they 
ought to be dedicated, and joining them in carnal com- 
merce with an Hharlot, by which they become one body, and 
of courſe one fleſh, with her.— This is not glorifying 
God in their bodies, and in their ſpirit, Ic. ver. 20. but 
a profanation and defilement of both. 


LC 3: 1 


18 
plain and evident reaſon, no qutward forms 
or ceremonies of man's invention, can add ta 
or diminiſh from the effects of this union in 
the fight of Gop. What ends theſe things 
may ſerve, as to civil purpoſes, I ſhall not 
diſpute : but I cannot ſuppoſe that the “ ma- 

| | trimoniai- 
Our marriage- ceremony, or form of ſolmnixation 
of matrimony, was ſettled by Archbiſhop Cranmer, and 


twelve others, in the reign of Ed. VI. i. e. about 232 


years ago, or 1548 years after the canon of ſcripture was 
cloſed, and is certainly the method by which the crvi/ 
contract is eſtabliſhed among us, provided it be adminiſ- 
tered agreeably to a ſubſequent act of parliamens (26 G. II. 
c. 33.) ; but how far muſt the mind be gone in ſu- 
perſtition and prejudice, to ſuppoſe, that a human cere- 
mony can controul or alter the fixed and determinate 


laws of Heaven, or have the leaſt influence on what does 


or does not make the parties one fleſh in God's ſight ! Grot. 


de Jur. lib. ii. c. 5. § 8, ſaith—Conjugium naturaliter 
eſſe exiſtimamus talem cohabitationem maris cum femi- 
na, quæ feminam conſtituat quaſi fub oculis & cuſtodia 


maris. Nam tale conſortium & in mutis animantibus 


quibuſdam videre eſt. In homine vero, qua animans eſt 
utens ratione, ad hoc acceſſit fides, qua ſe femina mari 
obſtringit. Nec aliud, ut conjugium ſubſiſtat, natura 
videtur requirere. | 

We account marriage to be naturally ſuch a cohabi- _ 
tation of the male with the female, as may place the fe- 
male, as it were, under the eye and cuſtody of the male; 


for ſuch a fellowſhip [or intercourſe] is to be ſeen . 


among certain brute animals. But as to man, as he is 
an animal having the uſe of reaſon, to this (natural 
conjunction) has acceded a ſolemn contract, by which 
the female binds herſelf to the male. Nor does nature 
ſeem to require any thing elſe for the ſubſiſtence of 
marriage. - | | 
 Gronovius notes on part of the above paſſage, as fol- 
lows, viz. | | 

Cuſtodia maris. ] Videtur addendum, procreationis, & 
mutui auxilii cauſa, 1 | 4 
| The 


( 7 
trimonial- ſervice in our church, or any other, 
can make the parties more one fleſh in the 
fight of Gop, ſuppoſing them to have been 
united, than the buria/-ſervice can make the 
corpſe over which it is red more dead than 
it was before. mo 
Suppoſing they have not been united, they 
are not one fleſb in the ſight of Gop, by any 
virtue in the words of the ſervice, any more 
than a piece of wafer becomes feſb and blaad 
by a Popiſh prieſt's conſecration, It is not 
man, but Gop, which makes the wa one 
fleſh ; neither is it man's ordinance, but God's 
= m/titution, which brings that to paſs. If this 
be not ſo, why, notwithſtanding, the words 
of the ſervice, does incapacity, inability, or 
impotency, in either party, render all that 
has been done null and void? See Burn, 
Eccl. Law, vol. ii. p. 39. + os 
By obſerving the outward ordinance, the 
intention of the parties is publickly recog- 
nized, and they are pronounced man and wife 
in the fight of the world; but they are not 
ſo in Gop's fight, unleſs by anticipation, as 
it were, with reſpect to the mutual promiſes 
made to each other, which the ſacred ſcrip- 
tures call betrothimg or ęſponfing; but the 


The cuftody of the male. ] It ſeems there ſhould be 
added for the fake of procreation, and of mutual help. 
Acceſſit ſides.] Tacite ſignificat fidem quam dat ma- 
ritus uxori non eſſe a natura, ſed ab inſtituto. 
Acceded a ſolemn contract.] Here is tacitly ſigniſied, 
that the faith which the huſband pledges to the wife, is 
not from nature, but by (poſitive) inſtitutioon. 
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contract is then, and only then, complete in 
ö the ſight of Gop, when the only ordinance 
; | which He has appointed has paſſed between 
| them ; and therefore it is very properly ſtyled 
"i the conſummation. | — 
1 As to the perſon celebrating the marriage 
g the place where — the manner how; it is 
ö very certain, that theſe things are wholly of 
human invention, and therefore not only va- 
rious in different parts of the world, but 
alſo in the ſame country. We have amongſt 
us Jeu, Papiſis, Quakers ; all theſe obſerve 
an outward form or ceremony different from 
each other. As for the church of England, 
we have differed from ourſelves; for the 
ſame ceremony which would have conſtituted 
a legal marriage before the 26th of the late 
King George II. will not do it now, unleſs 
certain circumſtances, introduced and infiſted 
upon by act of parliament, be obſerved. = 

But the _— Legiſlator of the untverſe 
hath not left His divine inſtitutions on ſo 
vague, ſo precarious, ſo uncertain a footing. 
But ſee, ſaid He to Moſes, that thou make all 
things according to the pattern ſhewn thee in tbe 
mount. Heb. viii. 5. We find every parti» 
| cular, down to the very pins in the taber- 
nacle, every rite and ceremony, even to the 
minuteſt circumſtance, exactly delineated and - 
revealed. But we find no marriage-/ervice, 
or religious ceremony of an * outward kind, - 

6H muc 


2 * 
"LS" * 


V As for the manner of celebrating marriage, Moſes 
has left no direction about it. We do not find it ac- 
| = | companied o 


Ant. Univ. Hiſt. vol. iii. p. 145. 
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much as mentioned. The buſineſs of mar- 
riage, by which I underſtand, the parties ac- 
tually becoming one fleſh in Gop's ſight, ' was 
left as at firſt ordained, to the one ſimple a 
of union. A concluſive proof this, that no- 
thing elſe is of divine inſtitution; e 
that nothing elſe is eſſential to conſtitute a 
marriage in the fight of Gop, but that bis is. 
Should the Reader retain the leaſt doubt of 

the truth of what has been ſaid, or be under 
any difficulty in underſtanding what is meant 
by thoſe words hey ſhall be one fleſh, we 
may refer to a very clear explanation of the 
matter, not only by reviewing St. Paul's 
words, 1 Cor. vi. 15, 16. but alſo by conſi- 
dering more minutely what is meant by thoſe 
paſſages mentioned before, from the law of 
Moſes; but as the texts are not cited at 
length, 1 will here ſet them down as they 
ſtand in the places referred to. 

ee Exod. xxii. 16, 17. | Io 
Ea man entice a maid that ts not betrothed, 
and lie with her, he ſhall ſurely endow ber to be 
his wife. I her father utterly refuſe to give 
her unto. him, he ſhall pay money according to the 
dowry of virgins. 
By this paſſage, as from many others in 
the ſacred ſcriptures, it appears, that fathers, 
during the minority of their daughtery, as in 
every other inſtance (ſee Numb. xxx. 3, 4, 5.) 
ſo in the buſineſs of contracting marriage, 
ied with any. religiou 5 [ 

fo ts eee or Fongle, orig Gl 
even that it was performed by or before a prize. 


had 
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for bis wife, For now the 


1 - 26 * 


had a negative in their own power: there- 
fore if a woman being in ber father's bouſe in ber 
youth, i. e. being under age, as we term it, 
betrothed or eſpouſed herſelf to a man, the 


Former by * verba de Futuro, the latter by ver- 


ba de praſenti, as the civilians ſpeak ; both 
which were held ſo ſacred, that defilmg either 
a betrothed or eſpouſed woman was a ſpecies 
of adultery, and to be puniſhed with death : 
—yet if the father withheld his conſent, 


neither the betrothing nor ęſpouſals, nor any 


contract ariſing from them, could lawfully 
be carried into execution. But in the paſ- 
ſage before us, matters were gone too far to 
be recalled, The man had not only enticed 


the maid, but had actually Iain with her; and 


therefore Gop commands that he ſhallisuRRL Y 
endow her nwgy 15 bi in uxorem. Mont. 
primary inſtitu- 
tion took place, they ſhall be one fleſh; and 
what Gop had joined togetber (by pronounc- 
ing them one /eſb) man could not put aſunder. 
Therefore the 17th verſe doth not fay—* If 
the father utterly refuſe to grve ber unto him, 
ſuch marriage ſhall be null and void; but— 


2 Spouſals de futuro are, according to our eccleſi- 
aſtical law, a mutual promiſe, or covenant of marriage, 
ta be had afterwards ;' as when the man ſaith to the wo- 
man—* Iwill take thee to my wife; and ſhe then an- 
Iwereth, © I will take thee to my huſband,” —Eſpouſale 
di preſents are a mutual promiſe or contract of preſent 
matrimony ; as when the man doth fay to the woman 


—<© I do take thee to my wife,” —and ſhe then an- 


fwereth J do take thee to my huſband.” 2 Burn 16. 


tf 


1 
if—or—* though the father utterly refuſe te 


ive her unto bim, he ſball pay money accordeng to 
the dowry of virgins. Which = but 2 
natory of what goes before, he ha sURELY 
endow her to be his wife, by paying WB the 
_ dower, into the hands of the father after becam- 
ing one fleſh with her, as he ought to have 
done, and was uſually done, 4efore-hand, nb 
is ſuppoſed to be a dowryor portion which the 
huſband paid into EC s of the bride, or 
her father, as a kind of purchafe of her per- 
ſon. This is, to this day, the practice of 
ſeveral egſlern nations; and this was not 
1 T7 


* Sa BN is often rendered, as in Fudg. xiii. 16. Pf. 
xxvii. + Iſa. x. 22. Jer. xv. 1. Lam. iii. 32. & al: freq. z 
and fo I think it ought to be underſtood here, (however 
J may differ from the Talmudi/ts) in order to make this 
verſe conſiſtent with the preceding, where it is faid— 
Nr, Wh endowing he ſhall endow her, &c. as well 
as to avoid the very great difficulty of ſuppoſing that 
fuch an action as enticing the maid, lying with her, and 
then leaving ber __ father's refuſal, was of no 
higher conſequence than paying a ſmall ſum of money; 
for the do, or luer paid, — —— to very little, an 
rather ſeems to be payable as an acknowledgment of the 
contract, than any thing elſe. See Nold, Heb. Part. 
DN, No. 13. tranſlated by quamvis—although . where 
the reader will find many authorities. 

I See Parkhurſt's Heb. Lex. ſub voc. v. 3 

Tacitus L. de Mor. Germ. mentions ſuch a cuſtam 
among the Germans. Dotem non uxor marito, ſed, 
uxori maritus offert, interſunt parentes & propinqui, ac 
munera probant : In hæc munera uxor accipitur, hoc 
maximum vinculum, hæc arcana ſacra, hoc conjugales 
Deos arbitrantur. The wife doth not bring a dower 
* to the huſband, but the huſband to the wife; the pa- 
<« xents and relations are preſent, and approve the gifts. 
4 On theſe gifts the wife is accepted; this is the chiefeſt 
bond: theſe are ſacred myſteries, with which bes 
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to be withheld becauſe the huſband had mar- 
ried the woman either without or againſt the 
father's conſent. In ſhort, the man was not 
to take advantage of his own wrong. But, 
x * whether the father refuſed or not, the 
dowry muſt be paid according to law, and 
thus the contract be publicly ratified. _ 
Having ſeen what was to be done where a 
man enticed a maid, and took actual poſſeſſion 
of her, againſt the father's conſent; let us 
next ſee what was to be done when a man 
took a maid, without even the father's En- 
ledge; not by a ſeduction or enticement, but 
on a ſudden and unexpected interview, by 
meeting her without any previous intent. 
| Deut. n 28; -290: 
Ea man find a damſel that is a virgin, 
which is not betrothed, and lay hold on _ 


te think the Gods are married.” This was called among 
the Romans coemptio nuptialis, and was reciprocal, as 
well on the woman's ſide as on the man's. To this 
Virg. Georg. I. I. 31. ſeems to allude: _—- 


Teque ſibi generum Tethys emat omnibus undis. 


* This is al ſo one ſenſe of the Hebrew particle N an 
ytrim— whether or not of which Noldius gives many ex- 
amples. See Nold. p. 65. No. 2. edit. 1734. It is to be 
remarked, that NVoldius has not mentioned Exod. xxii. 
17. as an example of any of the ſenſes here given, viz. 
either as /i guamvis—or utrùm. 

+ The word TWP ſeems here to be rightly rendered 
by lay hold on her — Prendra Fr. — tate ber. — The Fewifh 
doctors conſtrue this into that ſort of violence and con- 

firaint, which we call @ rape. But this is ſpoken of at 
ver. 25, where the word pm is uſed; which is a much 

ſtronger expreſſion than D zo take, or lay hold on; and 
ſo our tranſlators have (ver. 25.) obſerved, in their 
3 tranſlating 


[ 29 1 
and lie with her, and they be found; | the man 
that lay with her ſhall give unto the damſel's 


father fifty ſhekels of filver, and ſhe ſhall be bis 


wife; BECAUSE HE HATH HUMBLED HER, 


| be may not put her away all bis days. 


* 


The word ſbekels is not in the original, 


but inſerted by our tranſlators; in the paſ- 
ſage of Exod. xxii. 17. there is the ſame 
word AÞ9 luer, or filver-money ; there it is 
ſaid in general, according to the dowry of vir- 


gins. Here it is ſaid API PWHN Quinqua» 


ginta argenteos, fifty pieces of fikver-money. 
By comparing the two paſſages, we may 


therefore look upon this as the aſſeſſment of 


tranſlating pri by—force ber. That this is the true 
idea of the word, m— ſeen by comparing 2 Sam. xiii. 


II, 14. when Amnon commits a rape on Tamar. The 


word D does not neceſſarily ſignify violence, which 

does. Omnis ee o eft vehementia, fortitudo. 
Calaſio, ſub voc. is place of Deut. xxii. 28. is ra- 
ther to be underſtood of defiling a maid, that being 
«. occaſionally laid hold on, did preſently yield, not be- 
ing ſolicited before-hand, and drawn to it by de- 
$6 grees. But Exod. xxii. 16. ſpeaks of ſuch as did 
© entice a maid, with promiſe of marriage, and then de- 
ce filed her.” Clark. The two paſſages taken together 
ſhew, that in neither caſe ſhall the man abandon the vir- 
gin he hath taken. We muſt conclude there is a reaſon 
for uſing different words at ver. 25, and ver. 28, in the 
Hebrew text, though the IX X. tranſlate them both hy 
ac. probably Dis a more general word than 
pin, and ſignifies laying hold on, or apprehending, whe- 
ther by violence or otherwiſe. Among the Athenians, if 


a man had raviſhed a young woman (fo ſhe were fre- 


born) he was fined 1000 drachmæ, and, | beſides that, 


was obliged to marry her, unleſs it could be made ap- 


pear, ſhe had taken ſomething of him in conſideration. 
Rous's Archæol. Atticæ, 190. mm Ide 2 
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the uſual drwry of virgins paid to the father. 


E 3 


It was to be paid in hit caſe as well as the 
rmer, for in both the father's conſent was 


. precluded ; but in no caſe was he to be de- 


frauded of the 95ND or dowry. This was as 
much to be paid when his daughter was 
taken agarin/t his conſent, as when with it, 
and ſo when taken wirbout his knowledge and 
conſent, as in this latter caſe. But on what- 
ever account the money was to be paid, it 
alters not the point in queſtion, for, faith 
Gor, She ſhall be his wife, or woman—PFr. 
Elle lui ſera pour femme—BECAUSE HE HATH | 
HUMBLED HER, he may not put her away all 
his days. This is clearly explanatory of the 
original inſtitution — they ſhall be one fleſh, and 
what God hath joined together (by pronounc- 
ing them one fleſh} let not man (either the 
arties themſelves, or any human power 
whatſoever) put aſunder. 8 
I ſhould rather chuſe to let the ſcripture 
anſwer for itſelf, than appeal to human au- 
thority for its explanation. I will only here 
juſt obſerve, that I am by no means fingular 
in my views of theſe things. Our ecc/ef- 
aftical courts have proceeded on this prinei- 
ple, have called this perſonal intercourſe, pre- 
vious to any outward ceremony, a marriage 
de facto, and have compelled the parties to a 
public recognition of it in facte eccigſiæ, in 
the face of the church. See Blackflone's Com- 
ment. vol. i. 435, 439:—and in Burn's Ecc. 
Law, Tit. Marriage, there is this remarka- 
ble paſſage, © Nor was he or ſhe to be diſ- 
| 10 | „ milfed 
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4 miſſed or abſolved, if thoſe ſpouſals de fu 
ce uro, reaſon of carnal knowledge, or 
« ſome other act equivalent, did become ma- 
« trimony. By this it does appear, that, 
in the judgment of our canon late, if a man 
had promiſed a woman to marry her at a u- 
ture time, and in the mean time lay with Ber, 
or uſed 8 of an huſband with her, 
ſuch promiſe did, by ſuch acts, become ma- 
trimony. N — wane, 
So ſacred have our canoniſs efteemed this 
act, that where one of the parties have for- 
ſaken the other, and married another than 
the perſon to whom they have been rb 
joined, the ecclgſiaſtical courts have pronounced 
ſentence of divorce, with — to the /econd 
marriage, cauſd precontratiis, by realon of 
Pprecontract. With what authority will ap- 
pear by-and-by. Sins 
In Bacon's Abr. vol. iii. p. 574, we find 
the following caſe: A. contracts himſelf 
with B. and after marries C. B. ſues A. on 
this contract in the ſpiritual court. There 


ſentence is given that A. ſhall marry and co- 


habit with B. which he does accordingly. 


They are garen and feme, without any di- 


vorce between A. and C; for the marriage of 
A. and C. was a mere nulluy f, 
A TOE That 


In the time of H. VIII. an act was paſſed, that mar- 
riages ſolemnized and conſummated ſhould ſtand good, 
notwithſtanding any precontract that had not been con- 
ſummated. But this was done 1 ratify the Ling, 
— in the next reign (2 Ed. VI.) this act was 
1e . Bags | | \ 5 727 5 * g 

+. The law ſince 26 Geo. II. c. 33. is quite the re- 
verſe, the precontract between A. and B. would = a 

| | mull, 
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That I am not fingular in my opinion, 


| 1 the one divine ordinance of mar- 


riage, will alſo appear from the remarkable 
ſtatute of Henry III; which, as it is very 
mee. 1 will trankribe. 7 oat niet, 

To the king's writ of baſtardy, whether 
% one born Shore matrimony may inherit in 
like manner as he that is born after ma- 
* trimony: all the 4;/hops anſwered, that 
they would not nor could not anſwer to it, 
* becauſe it was againſt the common order 
* of the church. And 4 the biſbops in- 
* ſtanted the lords, that they would con- 


« ſent, that all ſuch as were born * before 
2323 « matrimony, 


nullity, and the marriage between A. and C. valid. 


Such are the liberties which mortals have preſumed to 
take with the ordinance of Heaven, But this cannot alter 
either the thing itſelf, or God's views of it, 

* << Conſtantine, to diſcourage goncubinage, and to 
© encourage matrimony in perſons who lived together in 
© that way, ordered, that if a man married his concubine, 
cc the children which he had by her before marriage, 
cc ſhould become legitimate. But the church meddled 
% not with theſe dikinctions of the civil laws, but re- 
<« garding only the law of nature, approved every con- 
« junction of one man with a woman, if it was with one 
* woman and perpetual; and the more fo, becauſe the 
holy ſcriptures employ the name of wife or of congu= + 
bin; indifferently.. | AE err 

6 The firſt council of Toledo, A. D. 400, hath this 
* canon, He who with a believing wife hath a concubine, 
cc is excommunicated : but if his concubine is in the ſtead 
«© of a wife, and he adheres to her alone, whether ſhe 
<& be called wife or concubine, he is not to be rejected 
c from communion.“ See Jortin Rem. vol. ii. p. 294, 
295; who adds—** This canon ſhews that there were 
concubines approved by the church.“ \ Manes 

I would here add, that Auſtin, De fide & oper. c. 19. 
ays—“ If a concubine ſhould profeſs to know no other 
V eee eee e 


„ | 
© matrimony, as to the ſucceſſion of inhe- 


« ritance, ſhould be legitimate, as well as 
«© they that be born 2077477 matrimony, for ſo 


„ much as the church accepteth such ro 


© BE LEGITIMATE. And all the earls and 
& barons anſwered with one voice - that they 
« would not change the laws of the realm, 
* which hitherto have been uſed and ap- 
e proved.“ 1 | 
| Here was a ſtrong puſh made, that the 
ordinance of Gop ſhould be in ſome meaſure 
recognized, as to its ſcriptural import and 
validity, in our municipal laws; but human 
wiſdom forbad it ! 1 

In antient Rome, there were three kinds of 
marriage, diſtinguiſhed from each other by 


the names of confarreation, cormprion, and uſe. 


—the laſt of theſe came very near to the ſim- 


plicity of the divine inſtitution. It was, 


4 man, although ſhe ſhould be diſmiſſed from him to 


whom ſne is fabjeQed , it may well be doubted whether 
<< ſhe ought not to be admitted to receive baptiſm.” 80 
that it appears very plainly, there was a time, when the 
conjunction of the man and woman did not depend, for 
its validity and lawfulneſs, upon human ceremonies and 
inventions. | | | 
In how many matters, as well as in many of the above 
circumſtances, hath the church (as it is called) changed 
it's notions of things] I have often thought, that if A.- 
thuſelah had begun his long life with the æra of the 


Chriſtian church, and had lived his 969 years in the, 
Chriſtian world, his life muſt have been a very miſerable * 


one, unleſs, like the vicdr of Bray, of famous ver/atile 
memory, he could have changed with the times, and 
have held at leaſt as many different e as he was 

years old. | : I 


8 ov When 
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when the accidental living together of a man 
and woman had been productive of children, 
and they found it neceſſary or convenient to 
continue together ; when, if they agreed on 
the matter between themſelves, it became a 
valid marriage, and the children were con- 
ſidered as legitimate. | OT 
By the firſt law of the 12th table, relative 
to marriages, it is declared, that when a 
% woman ſhall have cohabited with a man for 
% a whole year, without having been three 
„ nights abſent from him, ſhe ſhall be 
« deemed His wife. By which it appears that 
the Romans conſidered living together, or con- 
Jugal cohabitation, as the very eſſence of ma- 
trimony. Broughton Hiſt. Lib. tit. Mar- 
riage. This may be reckoned one inſtance, 
in which, to the diſgrace of us Chriſtians, the 
Gentiles, which had not the law, did, by nature, 
the things contained in the law. Rom. ii. 14. 
According to the laws of Scotland, coha- 
bitation with a woman for ſome time, and 
openly acknowledging of her as a wife, con- 
firms the marriage, and renders it valid in 
law. Mem. of Cranſtoun, p. 30. So where a 
man and woman have lived together 'till they 
have children, if the man marry the woman, 
even upon his death-bed, all the antinuptial 
children become legitimated, and inherit the 
honours and eſtate of their father. 


The caſe is the ſame in Ho/land; with this 
difference only, that all the children to be 
W: | legitimated, muſt appear with the father and 
WW mother in the church, at the —— of 
their 
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their marriage. See the Hiftory of Women, by 
W. Alexander, M. D. vol. ii. p. 252, 267. 

Our ſyſtem in England is very injurious and 
cruel, as it deſtroys one grand inducement to 
matrimony, where a man and woman have 
lived together and had children, by ſtamping 
baſtardy on the iſſue without remedy. Whence 
ſo inhuman a plan ſhould be derived into the 
common law of the realm, cannot well be 
deviſed; but it muſt be ſuppoſed to have 
commenced in ſome of the darkeſt ages of ig- 
norance and barbariſm ; for at the latter end 


of the twelfth century, Pope Alexander III. 


made a conſtitution, that children born 
before the ſolemnization of matrimony, 
© where matrimony followed, ſhould, to all 
«« intents and purpoſes, be as legitimate as 
* thoſe born after matrimony.” By which 
it ſhould ſeem that the inſtitution of Con- 
antine had been totally laid aſide; alſo, that 
the church thought very differently of mar- 
riage, from what it did in the fourth century. 


See before, p. 31, note. 
pon the whole, it may be concluded, that 


{ſuch laws as are above mentioned, would ne- 


ver have been thought of, unleſs the pro- 
poſers and framers of ſuch ſchemes of pH- 
legitimation, had been convinced, that the con- 


Jugal cohabitation of the man and woman was 


a lawful marriage in Gop's account, conſe- 


quently the iſſue legitimate in His fight: \ 
therefore they were willing to reconcile mat=- 


ters as well as they could, between human in- 
vention and divine inſtitution. ; 
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- Having, I truſt, eſtabliſhed this truth, 
that where a man and a virgin are united by 
the communication of their perſons to each other, 
they become one fleſb in the fight of Gop, fo 
made by his expreſs command, inſomuch 
that the man may not put her away all his days; 
it follows, that they are mmd//olubly united, 
beyond the power of diſunion by any human 
authority whatſoever. | 
It is the contempt of this law, this primary 
law of nature, or rather of the Gop of nature, 
eſtabliſhed from the beginning, and afterwards 
enforced and explained by the poſitive laws 
above-mentioned, which lies at the root of 
the evils complained of. For, Fa man WR 5 
which is the ſcripture's way of ſaying any 
man, every man, without diſtinction (for 
Gor makes none in the texts we have been 
conſidering, nor in any other) was deemed 
the hu/band of the virgin he lay with, and was 
obliged to make a public recognition of it, 

as enjoined by Gop ſo to do, without any li- 
berty to put her away all his days; if the law 
of the land was as poſitive as to this, as the- 

iN law delivered from Gop to Moſes above-cited, 

1 we ſhould ſee a wonderful change in the man- 
ners of the people, as well as a ſtop put to 
the daily ruin of innocent girls. Would the 

great and opulent debauch their tenant's or la- 
bourer's daughters, or their own ſervant-⸗ 
maids, if they knew that this put it into the 

ower of ſuch poor creatures to claim their 

_feducers as their huſbands? Certainly not, at 


leaſt not in one inſtance of ten thouſand where 
| it 
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it now happens. Muſt we not ſuppoſe, that 
the great and merciful Creator enacted His 
laws for the protection of the * weaker ſex 
againſt the /ffronger, as well as for the pre- 
vention of confufron and every evil work, which 
muſt enſue from men and women's coming 
together and parting us aacya Lax Quoina (as 
the Apoſtle ſays) like natural brute beaſts which 
are <ithout reaſon ? As therefore a contempt 
of the laws of Heaven, is evidently the cauſe 
of the evil, it is as evident that nothing but 
reſtoring their due reſpect and efficacy can ever 
cure it. 

How great an impediment to matrimony 
doth this alſo prove, among the profligate 
and licentious part of mankind ? (which, as 
the world goes, I do not ſuppoſe to conſtitute 
a very imall part of it)—for if men can gra- 
tify their paſſions, and indulge their love of 
variety, without the leaſt danger of much 
further trouble than it coſts them to ſeduce a 
poor unwary girl, they will hardly bind them- 


* The Atheift and Hobbit deny any principle of right 
or natural juſtice before the invention of civil compact, 
which, they ſay, gave being to it; and accordingly 
have had the e rontery to yas. Hex that a fate of nature 
was a ſtate of war, See Pope's Works, quarto, 1769, 
vol. i. p. 534—5, note. „ 

This ſeems to coincide with the vulgar notion, of 
throwing the marriage-union on an human outward cere- 
mony, or civil compact, without which the ſexes are in a 
fate of war, and each to make what depredations they . 
can on the other: little adverting to the wiſe and holy 
proviſion which the CREATOR ordained againſt this, 
long before civil compact, ariſing from marriage-ceremony, 
was invented, or exiſted. | | 


„ ſelves | 
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ſelves to the painful economy of a family- 
life, or confine themſelves to the attention 
and concern which a family muſt require. 

In every point of view, the contempt of 
Gop's law is very ſhocking ; but be it re- 
membered, that, though we have no muni- 
cipal law to enforce its obligation, it ought 
to be binding and obligatory on every man's 
conſcience in the fight of the divine lau- giver. 

There is no fatute which puniſhes the de- 
filement of our neighbour's wife, though it 
is a capital offence by Gop's law, and pu- 
niſhed with the death of both the parties; yet 
ſurely none will ſay, that it is the leſs cri- 
minal before Gop: or, becauſe the ſeventh 
commandment has no human municipal law to 
enforce its rigour, that therefore the con- 
ſciences of individuals are under 4% obliga- 
tion to obſerve it, or have more liberty to 
tranſgreſs it, than if it had, 5 

But it ſometimes happens, that a man hav- 
ing enticed à maid, &c. lives with her for a 
ſeaſon, and then turns her off for another, 
not perhaps without making ſome proviſion 
for the fit, and the conſcience of the man is 
ſalved by this piece of genero/ity, as it is 
called. But the law of Gop is directly 
againſt ſuch a proceeding— He all suRELY 
endow her to be his wife, faith the moſt High: 
and the reaſon given for this, can never alter 
nor ceaſe, becauſe the a&# from which it ariſes 
can never be recalled. The law of Gop 
therefore as much remains in force againſt ſuchi 
a putting away, as againſt theft or murder. 


It 


1 
Tt is not unuſual for women ſo put away, 
to marry other men, nay, ſometimes they are 
ortioned by the ſeducer for this very # ov” pv 
his faſhionable way of getting rid of wo- 
men, includes in it many crimes. Firſt, It 
is a breach of that poſitive law He. ſhall ſurely 


endow ber to be bis wife—and again S ſhall 


be his wife; becauſe he hath humbled her, he 


may not put her away all his days. Secondly, 
It is therefore a ſpecies of unlawful, forbid» - 


den divorce. It is, thirdly, adultery in the 
woman /o put away to marry another. And, 
fourthly, He that marrieth ber that is put 
away commttteth adultery. | 

We never allow any thing to be adultery 


* 


except the outward ceremony has paſſed ; but 


 Gop's poſitive commands are not ſubje& to 
the controul of human invention. It would be 
a ſoleciſm in philoſophy, to talk of ſetting 
the /un to the dial, and not the gial to the ſun; 
it is as great a one in divinity, to argue, that 
the law of Gop is to be accommodated to the 
law of man, and not the law of man to the 
law of Gop. | ET Ll 
Let us ſuppoſe for a moment, that, as it is 


ſaid to have been the caſe amongſt the Spar- 


tans, theft was not to be looked upon in a 
ſcandalous point of view, but * rather allow- 


Aulus Gellius, lib. xi. c. 18. tells us, out of an an- 
tient lawyer, that the old Ægyptians held all manner of 
thefts to be lawful, and did not puniſh them. Diano 


rus Siculus mentions this law among them, that they 


who live by robbery were to enter their names, and bring 
what they ſtole to the prigſt, who mulcted the man that 
was robbed, a fourth part, and gave it to the thief. See 
Patrick on Gen. xlvi. 34. 
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10 
able and commendable, if done lo dextrouſſy, 
as that the perſons were not detected in the 


fact; Would this ſhake the authority of the 
{ eighth commandment, or be pleadable before 
* 
ö 


Gop as a juſtification of the 2h? Conſider 
the work of Gov, that which is crooked cannot 
be made ſtrait, and who can make that e 
obich he hath made crooked ? Eccl. i. 15. 

vii. 13. 


From what hah been ſaid, I think it may 
be fairly concluded: 


. —— Ig” 
. A  _—  ——— ——— A— 


I . * 
That marriage is a divine inſtitution, ad. 


as ſuch, to be abided by as revealed to us = 
its holy and bleſſed author. 
2: „„ 
That thoſe who look upon it merely as a 
civil contract, and therefore ſubject to the 
alteration and controul of men, have differ- 
ent views of it from thoſe given us in the 
ſcriptures, 
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That a woman's perſon cannot be ebe 
rated from her ſelf; wherever ſhe beſtows the 
one, the other is beſtowed alſo. 
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That when ſhe . her . and 
conſequently her /eff, into the poſſeſſion of 
a man, ſhe is (if not betrothed to another) 
by that act, inſeparably united to him, ſo 
indiſſolubly joined, that ſhe cannot leave him, 
or may he put her _ all his days. 
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That if theſe ruths" were received, as they 
are indeed the truths of Go, millions 
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of women (eſpecially of the lower ſort) 
would be ſaved from ruin; for, being pro- 


tected, received, and provided for as Gop's 
law enjoins, as the wives of thoſe men who 


firſt enticed them, they could not be turned 
out upon the wide world, with the loſs of 


reputation, friends, and conſequently all po-] - 


er of helping themſelves, but by ways too 
dreadful to think of! | a8 

Before I conclude this point, I muſt deſire 
not to be miſunderſtood, as if I meant to 
undervalue or deſpiſe human ordinances ; they 
have excellent uſe, and, in this mixed ſtate of 
things, are neceſſary to maintain that order 
and decency, which are ſo neceſſary for the 
regulation of the outward actions of men. 
I would rather infer their uſe and neceſ- 
ſity, than doubt of either. When I fay that 
the marriage-ſervice of the church, doth not 
conſtitute a marriage in the fight of Gop, I 
ſay true; becauſe by finding no ſuch ſervice 
in the Bible, and that marriages were had 
and ſolemnized without it, I therefore con- 
clude that cannot be it which conſtitutes. a 
marriage in the fight of Gop ; for, if ſo, we 


mult ſuppoſe that people before the invention 


of ſuch ſervice, were not married at all, but 
lived in n; which is abſurd and impoſſible. 


That ſome ſervice, or ceremony, is expedient, 


for many good and laudable purpoſes, muſt 
be allowed—as, for the public recognition 
of the mutual engagement of the parties to 
each other—to ratify their union as to in- 

heritances, 
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heritances, and many other laudable ends of 
civil ſociety ; and as none can live together 
as man and wife, without offence, unleſs they 
* ſubmit to the ordinance of man, it ought, 
where it poſſibly can, 70 be ſubmitted to for the 
Lords ſake. 1 Pet. ii. 13. | | 
But it is a great abuſe of ſuch things, to 
put them in the place of the inſtitution of 
Gop; ſo that zhis is of no force or validity 
in Gop's fight without the other. Hence it 
is, that, men thinking they are not married, 
unleſs by a prieſt in a church, take advantage 
of their own villainy, and thus ſeduce women, 
and put them away at their pleaſure ; whereas 
Gop's law binds them, in the fr inſtance, 
and declares the bond indiſſoluble. So that, as 
to the purpoſes of the divine inſtitution, if 


a thouſand prigis were to read a thouſand 


* This golden rule of 1 Pet. ii. 13. appears by the 
context, to relate to that obedience which we owe to the 
civil powers. But then the laws of civil government 
muſt not be inconſiſtent with, or repugnant zo, the law 
of God, for if they be, we muſt not ſubmit to them, but 
rather ſuffer than obey, When Nebuchadnezzer ſet up his 
golden image, the three children of Iſrael would not obey 
the king's decree to worſhip it; they choſe rather to en- 
dure the fiery furnace. Dan. iii. 17, 18. So Daniel vi. 10, 
And as it is with civil, ſo is it with eccleſiaſtical ordinan- 
ces of men; theſe muſt be conſonant with Gon's word, 
_ otherwiſe we muſt act as the apgſiles did, Ads iv. 19. 
Men may make laws for the public recognition of a 
marriage in the ſight of the world; but to ordain in what 
marriage ſhall conſiſt in the fight of Gop, is out of their 
juriſdiction, and depends ſolely on the appointment of 
God's own law, IC 


ſervices 
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ſervices over the parties, theſe cannot add to, 
nor diminiſh from their union before Gow, 
which, as in His fight, is created by the Al- 
mighty fiat—rhbey ſhall be one fleſh, This 
ſurely muſt be as evident, from the whole 
tenor of the ſcripture, as that the pour- 
ing water on a perſon, or dipping him in 
water, in the name of the Bleſſed Trinity, is 
the complete divine ordinance of bapti/m, 


though no ad is done, or word ſaid, be- 


ſides. | 

There are no where in the Hebrew of the 
Old Teſtament, or Greek of the New Teſta- 
ment, any ſpecific names for married perſons, 
ſuch as the Engliſʒu words buſband and wife 
but e and NUN man and woman—So 
"Avyp and yuvy, which alſo ſignify perſons of 
the male or female ſex in general ; but when 


coupled with pronouns poſleflive, as RN 


ber man—\NOR his woman. O 'avyp cou, thy 
man—# yu Ears, his woman, they then 

note the marriage-relation : but how that re- 
lation 1s ee into, ſo as to become indiſſb- 
luble on both ſides, hath already been ſhewn; 
to which we may add ſome obſervations on 


the word vy which we tranſlate husband, 
married. See Gen. xx. 3. by2 hn marita- 


ta marito. Mont. ; literally, according to our 


idiom, married to an husband. Iſa, Ixii. 4.. 


E T2) & terra tua erit maritata. Mont.; 


and thy land ſball be married. Now vya ſigni- 


fies to have, or take poſſeſſion, or authority over, 
as a participal noun O 'ex@y—he 4who bath. 
| Hence 
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Hence it ſignifies 20 marry; to take poſſeſſion 
of a woman, to have her, as we ſay; See Deut. 
XX1V. I. XX1. 13. In Niph, to be married, taken 
poſſeſſion of as a wife. Iſa. Ixii. 4. with liv. 1. 
See Parkhurſt's Heb. Lex. y. So Calaſio. 
«& Significat dominium, magiſterium, domi- 
“ natus eſt, habuit, poſſedit ut dominus, 
% maritus fuit, rem habuit cum muliere.“ 
It ſignifies dominion, the place or office 
6 of a I maſter or governor.” As a verb, 
he governed, had, poſſeſſed, as a + lord or 
«© maſter, he was married, or, had to do with 
* @ woman. By all which, taken together, 
it appears that this 44% circumſtance is that 
which brings her into the poſſeſſion, and re- 
duces her under the dominion of the man, ac- 
cording to that of Gen. iii. 16. latter part. 
See Deut. xxii. 29, where it is expreſſed by 
h Compreſſit eam. Mont.; He hath humbled 
her. Engliſh tranſlation. Surely this af- 
Fords an additional and concluſive proof, that 
a man's taking poſſeſſion of a woman in the 
ſenſe above-mentioned, is in the language of. 
ſcripture marrying her, or making her Me 
His woman. | | : 
This appears alſo from Deut. xxiv. 1, 
where the word 5y2, according to Pagninus, 
is uſed-in this ſenſe— 


* 


I Our Engliſh word husband hath this idea, according 
to Johnſon — Hoſsband, maſter, Daniſh ; from houſe and 
bonda, Runic, a maſter.” See Dict. | | 

+ The husband is called, Exod. xxi. 3. TWN 32 mu- | 
lieris dominus, Mont. Lord of a woman, Maritus. marg. 


2 
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eũ cum coierit & fæminam vir ceperit fi. 

Pagninus. Mont. Marg. 
Here the faking the woman, and lying with 
ber, moſt clearly appears to make her the 
man's wife, as the reſt of the verſe and the 

three following demonſtrably ſhew. 


Biſhop Patrik, on this place, obſerves, 


that the Hebrew Doctors make a difference 
_ © between theſe two: AO by tak- 
* ing a wife, eſpouſing her to be 

and by marrying her, his completing the 
contract by hing with her. The former 
ſignified by Np! the latter by dhyg. 


There is another word which denotes a wife, 
_ viz. 9 from the root Hay—which in Kal. 


ſignifies to lie carnally with a woman. See Deut. 
xxviii. 30. alſo Pf. xIv. 9. Neh. ii. 6. in both 
which latter places we have tranſlated it 


Queen; but this it does not ſignify, in any 


other ſenſe, but as the King's we. Ar. Mont. 


renders it by conjunx—a yoke-fellow, or wife; 


ovynuTo— Aguila, See that learned and uſeful 


work, Parkburſt's Heb. & Eng. Lex. ſub 
voc. 5x. | 


I ſhould now proceed to conſider marriage, 
or matrimony as it is called, in another point 


of view, namely under civil conſiderations, 


and, as ſuch, an object of human /aws : but 


before this can be done in a proper manner, 
ſome incidental points muſt be fully under- 


ſtood and diſcuſſed. Therefore the ſubject 
of matrimony, as a civil contract controulable 
by Buman legillature, muſt be deferred for a 


CHAP, 


ſeaſon. 
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O WrorEDOM and FORNICATION. 


of all, was pleaſed to ordain and eſs 
tabliſh the means by which His creatures 
were to mcreaſe and multiply, and reple- 
iſh the earth, in which primary command 


is reaſonable creatures were equally in- 


tereſted with the brute part of the creation, 
and in ſome reſpects, if we conſider Zhzs 
world as connected with another, infinitely 
more, and therefore the command was par- 
ticularly addreſſed to them, Gen. i. 28.—it 
could not be but that the act, whereby 
mankind was to be propagated, muſt be to- 


tally innocent in itſelf: otherwiſe it could not 


have been conſiſtent with the ſtate + of inno- 


Cence 


+ We are told, Gen. i. 31. that Gon faw every thing 
that He had made, and behold it was TR Y very good. 
We cannot, conſiſtently with this account of things, 
doubt that every endowment of the human nature, 
whether of body or mind, came under this deſcription 
conſequently, that thoſe defires which were neceſſary to 
lead man to the propagation and continuance of his 


ſpecies, were without _ evil whatſoever. We cannot 
* 


ſufficiently abhor the folly and blaſphemy of Jerome and 
ſome others, who ſay, that Adam's deſire to know his 
« wife, was the firſt fin which made Gop repent that 
He had made man, and was the occaſion of turning him 
«© out of Paradiſe.” Coitus premium mors—ſays Je- 
rome contr. ee ng | 3 
No inconſiderable difficulty awaited this ſcheme, which 
| aroſe from the queſtion “ How then was the world to 
<< be peopled, if not by natural generation?“ But this 


was eaſily ſolved, by imagining that * the earth would 


have been ſupplied with men, as the heavens are with 
N | | angels, 
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cence in which man was when marriage was 
firſt ordained. But that this ac, innocent 
in itſelf as any other function of the body, 
might be kept within due bounds of mare, 
and decency, and all confuſion and diſorder 


avoided ; Gop enacted certain I poſitive laws 
for this very purpoſe, to confine within ſuch 
bounds as ſeemed good to Himſelf to limit, 
that natural, but violent paſſion, which, for 
the great purpoſe of propagating the 5 
man ſpecies, was made an izſeparable adj unct to 


the human frame. | 
| Thoſe who imagine that this appetite is 
in itſelf /nful, either in the defire or act, 
charge Gop fooliſhly, as if He could ordain 
the increaſè and multiphcation of mankind by 
an ad ſinful in itſelf: an abſurdity little ſhort 
of blaſbhemy ! Sin, we are told, on the moſt 


infallible authority, 7s the tranſgreſfion of the 
law, 1 John iii. 4 ;—and where no law 3s, 


there is no tranſgreſſion, Rom. iv. 15 :>-when 


angels, by the immediate creative power of Gop, 
% without the interference of any generation what- 
<« ſoever.” See Du Pin's Eccl. Hiſt. Eng. Tranſ. Cent. 5. 
p. 31, where Sz. Chryſo/tom delivers himſelf to this effet. 
When ſuch monſtrous opinions can have been main- 
tained by thoſe who, in their day, were looked upon as 
fathers of the church, let it warn thee, Reader, againft- 
ſearching for truth any where but in the bleſſed word of 
G0op; A. as much to leave it for an inſtant, as a blind 
man would dread to walk amidſt pits and precipices with - 
out a guide, or a mariner to ſail _— rocks and ſhoal 
without a pilot. Remember what the Pſalmiſt ſays, P/, 
cXix. 105. Thy word is a lamp unto my feet, and a light + 
unto my path. : 
+ Conjunctio maris cum femind, per quam propagatur 
fo humanum, digniſſima res eft legum curd, Grot. de 
erit. lib. ii. $ 13. The conjunction of the male with 
<< the female, by which the human race is propagated, is 


«© a matter molt worthy the care of laws.” 
2 therefore 


* E 
therefore this act is done agreeably to Gopꝰs 


will, it is like all ozher acts ſo done, good and 


not cuil. In order to make it evil, it muſt be 

done againſt fome precept of Gop's law, 
otherwiſe it is as innocent as ſatisfying our 
hunger with eating, or our thirſt with drinking. 
Theſe may become /nful by their abuſe or ex- 
ceſs; ſo may the other; but in zt/eff, and in 


its /auful ule, it is as perfectly innocent as the 


two former. „5 
We have obſerved before, that where a man 


and woman become perſonally united to each 


other, they are one fleſh, and are forbidden to 
put each other away, This is the & ordinance of 
marriage, and the only one which is revealed 
in the ſcriptures ; therefore we may call it 
the only one which Gop ever ordained. 

But when men corrupted their ways upon 
the earth, Gen. vi. 12, this ordinance of mar- 
riage, ſanctified by Gop's bleſſing, Gen. i. 28, 
and ratified by His own expreſs command, 


Gen. ii. 24, was, as every other divine inſtitu- 


tion, corrupted, perverted, and abuſed; and 
men, to ſatisfy their deſires at as cheap a rate 


as f without the incumbrance of a 
e 


wife and family, or confining themſelves to 
the ſober duties of maintaining, taking care 


* Unleſs we agree in defining the terms made uſe of, - 
no argument can be properly underſtood, or ſatisfac- 
torily concluded. I would therefore here repeat, what I 
have already ſaid “ that, as in God's fight, by marriage- 
& ordinance I mean, that, by which the parties become 
one fleſh—and by marriage, the actually becoming ſo. 
This was, is, and ever muſi be one and the ſame, in all 
ages, times, and places, however mankind may differ about . 


the adventitious circumſtances of human ceremony —-Cw-he- 


ther Fewiſh, Popiſb, Proteſtant, Mahametan, or e | 
SE = Es „ 
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ok, or providing for their houſeholds, choſe 
to have intercourſe and commerce with 
women, like Brute beaſts, for the fake of 
mere appetite, and then to leave the women 
for the ſervice of the next comer. Something 
bf this ſort may not improbably be the mean- 

ing of Gen. vi. 2, where it is ſaid, that 7hey 
fook them OW) women of all which they choſe. 
For though this word, in certain connexions, 
denotes what we call vi“, (as Deut. xxi. 15.) 
yet it ſignifies primarily the female ſex, of 
women in general. Such traffic was offenſive 
to GoD, an abuſe of His ordinance, (ſee 1 Cor. 
vi. 15, 16.) and tending to deſtroy the mar- 
riage-obhgation, not only by rendering the 
bond which was created by it ineffectual, 
but by inducing mankind to deſpiſe it, and 
ſet it at nought. All genealogies muſt be 
-confounded, inheritances obſcured; and re- 
lationſhip itſelf deſtroyed ; for who could aſ- 
certain theſe things; ſo neeeſſary to the ex- 
iſtence of all civil ſociety, in the commerce 
with Harlott? Confuſion, and every evil work; 
muſt enſue ; and therefore the all-wiſe G- 
vernor of the univerſe forbad whoredim and 
fornication on pain of death temporal and eters 
nal, ee 1 ith. 1. 349; io. 

The Hebrew word Ny is particularly ap- 
propriated to this offence in the Old Teſta- 
ment, as-Topveia 1s in the New Teſtament. 
and we ſhall never find it mentioned but With 
the divine abhorrence: We have no law to 
enforce the puniſhment which Gop annexed 
to it, or to treat an Harlot or whore as a capi- 


t go ] 


tal offender ; but it is nevertheſeſs offenſive 


to Gop, and will now, as ever, meet with 
marks of His diſpleaſure. Know ye not, faith 


Paul, 1 Cor. vi. 9, that the unrighteous ſhall 


not inherit the kingdom of GOD? Be not decerved, 
neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, 
| —&c.—/hall inherit the kingdom of God. 
So odious is whoredom in God's ſight, that 
it is not only ſaid to defile the parties who 


are guilty. of it, but the very land itſelf was 


ſaid to be defiled thereby, Jer. iii. 9. T. ough 
this text may perhaps primarily relate to ido- 


latry, which is ſpiritual whoredom, yet it ſerves 


to ſhew the malignant nature of whoregdom ; 


otherwiſe this would not be made uſe of, as 


_ adultery is in the ſame verſe, in a figurative 


ſenſe, to denote the other, | Hy 

Gop expreſsly commanded, that there 
ſhould not be a whore of the daughters of VV 
rael, Lev. xix. 29. Deut. xxiii. 17; and or- 


dained, that a woman playing the whore, if 


the daughter of a common perſon, ſhould be 


ſtoned to death, Deut. xxii. 21. but if the 


daughter of a prigſt, ſhe was to be burned with 


fire, Lev. xxi. 9. I mention theſe things as 
proofs of the ſinfulneſs of an act, innocent 


in ziſelf, when committed againſt a divine 


politive law. No human power or cuſtom 
can alleviate its guilt, or make it leſs offen- 
ſive to Gop than His word has made it; the 


% 


perſon's conſcience that thinks otherwiſe is . 


ſadly deceived. | DR 

"Though what has been already ſaid may ſerve 
as a definition of this offence, yet, to ſave the 
| | | Reader 


| ( 51 1 
Neader the trouble of looking back, as well as 
to be ſtill more explicit upon the ſubject, I 


would define d, or whoredom, to be a wo- 


«© man's giving her perſon to a man, without 
« any intent of marriage, but either for the 
ic mere gratification of 4, or for gain or hire, 
c and departing from that man to others for 
the /ame * purpoſes. This is being what 
the Hebrew ſcriptures call Nt, an Barlot or 
whore, See Gen. xxxviii. 15, 16. Theradi- 
cal idea of the Hebrew y ſeems to be, to en- 
compaſs, encirele, infold, encloſe; and denotes un- 


lawful embraces between the ſexes. Hence we 


render it, to commit. whoredom. See Parkh. 
Heb. and Eng. Lex. ſub voc. 1 
As whoredom is generally uſed in our tranſ- 
lation, as denoted by the word Mr, and ſeems 
rather appropriated to ſignify the woman's 
ſhare in the offence ; ſo the term + fornica- 
cation, which is expreſſed by the ſame word 


in the original, ſeems to be the name given 


After reading the above, it is liatdly to be conceived 


with what eyes people have red this book, and yet charge 


the author with giving no definition of whoredom: 

+ Our Engliſh word fornication, ſeems to be derived 
from the Latin fornix ; which literally ſignifies an arch 
or vault in hauſes—and by a metonymy—a brathel-bouſe, 
becauſe theſe were in vaults under ground. 'Ainſworth; 
Hor. Epiſt. 14. I. 21, 22. ſays to his feward—., \ |, 


I fornix tibi, & un popina; 42 Fat 


- Incutiunt urbis deſiderlum, video. 
POOR Dae 
© For well I know, a tavern's greaſy ſteam, 


And a vile few, with joy your heart inflame.”” At | 
5 OY Francs: - | 
Hence the haunters of thoſe places were called forn« | 
dators. See Fohnſon's Dict. Hor. Sat, lib. i. Sat. 4. J. 30s 
31. 11 a inn ere en 
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to the offence which the man commits in ſuch 
illicit commerce. Though this obſervation 
may not hold in all caſes, yet it is the beft 


reaſon which occurs to me, for our ufing d. 
ferent words, to denote a 


kind. / 

I readily confeſs, that the revival of Gop's 
antient laws againſt whoredom, amongſt us, 
would be very dreadful, and indeed wunjuft, 


unleſs the whole conſiſtent ſcheme which 
Gow has laid down was all to be revived to- 
gether. The women, inder Gop's law, 


could force their ſeducers to take them as 
their wives; or rather were deemed ſo actually 


married, as not 20 be put away. A wotnan | 


had but to ſummon her ſeducer before the 


judges, to prove the fact againſt him, and their 
_ ſentence, which muſt have been according to 
the law, muſt have been obeyed on pain of 


death. Deut. xvii. 12. Unleſs this were (as 
it ought to be) the caſe among us, it weuld 


egree, to puniſh women with death,. for be- 


ng, by the treachery and villainy of men, 
forced into a way of life (however abhorrent 


in itſelf, or culpable) which is the natural, 
and, in moſt inſtances, the inevitable conſe- 
quence of their being deſerted by thoſe who 
ought to have protected them, but againſt 


whom they have no remedy, or means to 


make them act the juſt and honourable 


part. 


nder this head of [forbidden lewgnefs, . 


would mention the practice of taking an Bar- 
1 — lat 


n offence of the fame 


6 oppreſſive, unjuſt, and cruel to the laſt. 
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lat to keep for a time, and then, when pleaſure 
or conveniency prompts, diſmiſſing her. This 
is uſually called Zeeping a miſtreſs; but as 
there is no intention of marriage, and this'is 
only done for the mere gratification of /uft, 
it is not only a very evil example to others, 
and a defiance of the laws and good order of 
ſociety, but doubtleſs comes under the can- 
| demnation, as it muſt be ranked under the de- 
ſcription, of fornication and whoredom. 
This was not the fituation of the D1waye or 
+ concubines amongſt the Feu; theſe ſeem 
to have been looked upon as wi, though, 
in ſome reſpects, of an inferior rank. They 
were ſo far conſidered as 2ves, that the man 
who took them had ſuch a propriety in them, 
as to make it a very great * if not adul- 
tery itſelf, to violate them; as appears in the 
caſe of Jacobs concubine Bilbab. Reuben, 
the eldeſt fon of Jacob, had lain with her; and 


7 Dr. Fohnſon, in his Dictionary, makes a concubine 
ſignify— a woman kept in fornication, a PR 
ſtrumpet: but no ſuch meaning of the word N 
is to be found in the ſcriptures, It is greatly owing 
to ſuch interpretations of words which are uſed in our 
tranſlation, that we are led to have very falſe conceptions, 
997 only of words, but of whole paſſages, in the ſacred 
volume. , | 
So the word aduiterz—inſtead of keeping to the un- 
varied uſe of the Hebrew tg, we make it ſignify every | 
thing which our ideas have annexed to the Engliſb term 
aduſtefy. At this rate, the truth of ſcripture can never 
be fixed, but muſt alter with the languages into which it 
may. happen to be tranſlated, or with the ideas which 
change of times, or opinions, may affix ta certain words 
in thoſe languages. | PE 


i 


1541 
acob, Gen. xlix. 4. calls it © going up ts bis 
2 bed amd defiling it.” For Bi. mer, Par 
was diſinherited, and put from the right of 
the ff born. nen Gen. xlix. 3» 4+ with 
ron. v. I. | 
Though the ellos: of the concubine did | 
not inherit as the children of the wife in moſt: 
caſes, yet in one very remarkable one we find 
they did, and that by the diſpoſal of Goo 
Himſelf; | Leah and: Rachel; are called the 
wives of Facab; Bilhab and Zilpab were his 
concubines (as may appear from Gen. xxxv. 
22.); yet the children of hg inherited the 
land of Canaan equally with the children of 
the former. 
I confeſs myſelf not maſter omni of the | 
ſubject, to define exactly the difference be- 
tween dx a wife, and ih a concubine, in 
all reſpects; neither have I been fortunate 
enough to meet with ſo preciſe a definition 
in any author, as to warrant a determination 
of the queſtion. What I have found. upon 
the ſubject, I ſubmit to the Reader, in the 
notes below Þ, and in the n to this 


chapter, 


4 The authors of Fa Univ. Hiſt. (vol. iii. p. 141.) call 
the DW) wives of the firft rank, and the DWIYD wives of 
the ſecond rank; ©* which laſt, ſay they, though moſt 
* verſions render by theword concubines, ler li, and preſ- 
titutes, yet in none of thoſe places of ſcripturg where 
the word is uſed, which are about thirt 15 num- 
8 ber, is any ſuch ſinifter ſenſe im blick“ Fowever, 

fate a two-fold difference eee theſe and the 


0 


| Wives 4 the Re ranl. F irſt—that the latter 
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This is certain, no mark of diſapproba- 
tion is ſet upon A in the ſcrip- 
tures, though they ſpeak ſo ſeverely againſt 
whoredom; which, to me, is an evident and 
concluſive proof, that there is ſome ſpecific 
difference between them. Inded we find 
the owner ↄf the concubine called ber burband; 
| the bis wife. So the text, Judges xix. 1. A 
certain Levite took to him WiYd' MR a 
rem pellicem. Mont. ; a wife concubme : and in 
. out. Secondly, with reſpect to their authority, and 
the honour paid to them and their children,” .: 
This is 70 clear, that the ſacred tongue, made vſe of 
by the Holy Gbeſt in the ſcriptures, makes diſtinctions, 
which amount to demonſtration: of there being no foun- 
dation for confounding the with whorzs or har 
its. The words UN and WYPY are ſometimes uſed. for 
the ſame perſon, See Gen. xxv. 1. G. (xxx. 4. with xxxv. 
22.) ; but vn and dum are never thus uſe t. 

Calaſio defines v as — Ancilla unita & addicta bir 
alſcue ſcriptura, i. e. contractu dotali & ſpenſalibus., ** An 
* handmaid united and devoted to a. nian, or huſband, 
«© without writing—7. e. without any contract for dower 
66 or eſpouſals.” ; "a FLA 4. 8 18 4 5 401 + 1111 
Buſbeguius expreſsly affirms, that a wife is diſtin- 
<< guiſhed from a concubine, in Turkey, merely by a 
% dowry, which ſeems alſo. to have been the din wy 
among the Jews.” See Outlines of a mm Commentary on 
Solomon's Song, (a moſt ingenious and excellent work) 
p · 21 neee whom the world, is highly- _ 
indebted, for . Obſervations. en divers palſaget of. ſcripr,\ 
<< ture,” in two walhmes —=a work, which, by laying be- 
fore us the manners and 1 55 in the Eaſt, clucidates 
the ſcriptures of the Old Teſtament beyond any other 
comment that has yet appeared. It may be truly ſaid of 
AM. Harmer, that he has the happy art of making“ dark 
„things plain, in a way, which, at the ſame time that 
it in/irutts, highly entertains the reader, 


E 4 e 


„„ 


verſe 3. he is called dN vir ejus. Mont. 


her husband, as we tranſlate it. So the Fr. o 
D. Martin, /n mari; and this tranſlation 
ſeems to be very proper, becauſe, the dam- 
ſel's father is called, ver. 4. his (the Levite's) 
Inn _/ather-in-law; and ver. 55 the Levite is 
called 12nn Bis (the damſel's father's) /an-m- 
law ; each of theſe relations by marriage be- 
ing expreſſed. by the word jnn. Surely this 


affords a concluſive proof, that the cancubines, 


in thoſe days, were in ſome ſenſe wives; but, 


in what ſenſe, it may be very difficult to de- 


termine exactly. The root pm ſignifies to 
contract affinity by marriage, Gen. xxxiv. 9, 


2 xxiii. 12. In this laſt paſſage, the 
LX 


X render it by emiyapias vo, to make 
marriages. So that though we cannot ſtate 
the preciſe difference between the wrfe and 


the concubine in every particular, yet there 


was too great a ſimilarity between them, not 


to be both widely different from what we 


call a ep? miſtreſs, in whom the man claims 
not a jot more property, than in an horſe 
hired for a day's journey, nor is more care 
or concern uſually taken about them, when 


once the fancy or humour of the keeper leads 


him to reſolve upon diſmiſſion. 8 
The remedy of this miſchief depends on 
that of the others which have been mention 


14 


CHAP. 
«a x 0 £ @ 


19 1 


C H A F. . 
| <3 r 


"PF ADULTAAY.. 1 CES 0. 


COME now to confider ari dense a; ial 
the poſitive mvp Ft of Gop, hich is is of 
the moſt malignant kind; that of commertz 4 
teen the ſexes, where the woman is the + 
conſequently the inviolable and unaliena le 
property of another man. | 
This is truly and properly aduitery, and de- 
ſcribed in the ſeventh commandment by a 
word, which, throughout the whole Hebrew 
| ſcriptures, is confined to that fingle idea. 
Hence it is, that 'it is uſed, in a figurative 
ſenſe, to denote the turning from God to the 
worſhip of idols. Gop calls himſelf the bufe 
hand of His church; the church is repre- 
ſented under the figure of a. ſpouſe or wife ;. 
therefore, apoſtatizing from JEHovAH to idols, 
1s called, in a ſpiritual ſenſe, adultery, . Iſ. Iiv. 5. 


T Maker ts thine huſband. Jer. i. I 14. 


* The words in the original are vy A JG 
ptural number, a huſbands, thy makers ; 7 follows, 
Fehovah Sabaoth 18 His name. Surely here, 28 s in Eccl, 
xii. I. and in many other paſfages, the Cirefal reader 
muſt ſee a plurality of perſons in Fehovah openly revealed; 
To imagine, as many do, that this Fundamental of true 
religion was reſerved to the days of the New 7. eftament, is 
one of thoſe conſequences of inmvianes with reſpect to 
the Hebrew {criptures, under which we Chriſtians, con- 
tent ourſelyes, | | 
b Turn, 


[ 58 J 5 
Turn, O backſliding children, for I am mar. 
ried to yu. Then Gop, complains, ver. 20. 
Surely as a wife treat berouſiy departs from ber 
huſband, fo have ye dealt treacherouſly with me, 
O — e of ral, rb, the Lord f bis. 
It * the misfortune of ours, as of all arbi- 


tn dee to _ + ee ſo at 
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1 One yreat — AY is, * 1 of: 2 
. . Jan uages to acquire new meanings by. length of time. 
| This js remarkably the caſe with ours ;, for inſtance, the 
word nave formerly meant a boy—a mate child then 2 
ſervant boy, and by degrees, any ſervant-mian. In ſome old 
Engliſh tranſlations, 5 that Tavares Juke Ine 
Xpigus is rendered, Paul a ae of Jeſus Chriſt. Theſe 
meanin ngs are obſolete, and now it ſignifies a petty raſcal, 
4 feoundrel, a diſhoneſt 'fellow. * hillips's id. and 
Johnſon. So the word luft, which now generally, if not 
only, carries with it an Idea of ſomething lthy and uns | 
lawful, was uſed by the tranſlators of the Bible to ſignify a 
ul deſire, (Deut. xii.'15. xiy. 26.) as well as that 
which is evil. In Phillips's.Eng. Dict. 6th edit. 1706, 
the word Ju/ is thus defined —.“ unlawful paſſion. or de- 
as fire—wantonneſs—leachery' ? —ſo that its ſignification ; 
of defire, in a good ſenſe,” is totally excluded. But this 
cannot affect the import of the Hebrew 718, or the Greek 
£x0vuwie. Dr. Johnſon (DiR. ſub voc.) defines it by, 
1. Carnal deſire— 2. Violent and irregular defire.' See * 
Xxxiv. 12. Prayer Book Tranſlation. Other inſtances 
of ſuch mutation might be given. But this cannot be 
the caſe with the Hebrew language; if it could, it muſt 
ceaſe to be the word of Gop, and become the word, the 
vReeiEnn word, of man. 

In ſhort, it would amount to-a creation of new 1 
which. ſtill muſt vary with the new yſe of words, and 
thus, from time to time, create neu- offences, in propor- 
tion to words acquiring new meanings. But the mind 
of Gon hath been graciouſly delivered to us in 2 2 : 
guage as unchangeable and fixed as itſelf. Therefore, 
what the words meant when recorded by the ſacred penmen,: 
they mean to this hour, and will — for 9 

whic 


' 
* 


every idea which is uſually affixed to the 
word by cuſtam, whether right or wrong. 
There is a “ preeiſion in the Hebrew lan- 
F cniry word 1eATHRGE 
io ſome fixed rt, or is itfelf that root, i 
which has a fixed and determinate meaning; 
and though the word branch itfelf into ever 
ſo many different, and ſeemingly contradic- 
tory ſenſes, yet the original idea contained in 
the root will always circulate, as the ſame fap 
from the root of a tree, will always flow 
through the ſtem to the ſeveral branches; de 


* 


which very conclufive reaſon, it is impoſſible that any 
word of "he Old Teſtament can acquire a neu ir 
under the New Teſtament. Wherefore the word x3 
adultery, can never admit of any other meaning or con- 
ſtruction, than it received in the books of Hoſes and the 
2 en, N will 225 in as, lequel, 
How arbitrary-1an have always been fubjes} t. 
change, by their bring governed by faſhion and cuſtom, 
ye may learn from. Horace: 
2 Mortalia facta peribunt, 
Jedum ſermonum ſtet honos, & gratia vivax. 
 Multa renaſcentur, quæ jam cecidere: cadentque 
. Que nunc ſunt in honore vocabula; fi volet uſus, 
. Quem, penes arbitrium eſt, & jus & norma loquendi.., 
All things ſhall periſh, and ſhall words preſune 
| To hold don ghd 


28 


their hondurs and immortal bloom 
Many ſhall rife, that now forgotten lie, UN 5 
Others, in preſent credit, ſoon ſhall die 
_ If cuſtom will, whoſe arbitrary ſway, Ran 7 
Words, and the forms of language, muſt obey. 1145 
„ The Elisa lang by its, conkiſh Ae 
he eu language is worthy its omi n ”ũ 
thor, equally free Fs A luce or bbs not ſo the 
modern languages; they have indeed letters toform-ſounds, 
but the words they compoſe are arbitrary, uncertain; ahd 
frequently falſe, Hutch, Abr. p. 41. ER 
| 5 „ - £ nll 


it 
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1133 
they eyer ſo many. From the want of ſuch 
preciſion, in- our language, we are apt to fix 
meanings to the words of ſcripture, which, 
when conſidered in the original, they will not 
bear: and in few are we more miſtaken than 
in the meaning (the ſcriptural meaning) of 
the word adultery. 3 

The words 7 the ſeventh commandment 
are N which we very properly tranſ- 
late — Tau ſhalt not commit adultery. But 
what is the true meaning of the word 1x2 
adultery? The only certain way to know 
this, is to conſider its uniform ſignification 
throughout the whole Hebrew Bible; and 
whoever doth this, will find that it is never 
uſed but to denote the defilement of a * be- 

| ___, trothed 


* The learned authors of the Ant. Univ. Hit. vol. tile 
pe 1.37: rightly obſerve, that adultery was puniſbable 
© with death in both parties, whether they were both 
* married, or only the woman.“ But, they add We 
& cannot affirm the puniſhment of a married man to 

& have been the ſame, who committed adultery with an 
% unmarried woman.” This ſoleciſm of a married 
man's committing aduſtery with an unmarried woman. 
ariſes from the popular and improper ideas which are an- 
nexed to the Engliſh word adultery, and from not at. 
tending to the Gage and only idea annexed to the He- 
brew 2X} throughout the Bible. Conſiſtently with this, 
Antbonius Matibæus, the civilian, affirms, that “ adul- 
<< tery cannot be committed between a married man and 
<< an unmarried woman. This is certainly true; be- 
cauſe no trace of ſuch an uſe of the word is to be found 
throughout the Bible, 
And indeed, the fixing a determinate meaning to the 
word dd) adultery, was of the utmoſt importance, for 
every man who committed adultery was 1 2 of a capi- 


tal crime, and liable to be pyniſhed with death. — This 
«3 
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U Ln] | 
trotbed or married woman ; except in che #- 
gurative ſenſe above mentioned, with reſpe& 


was, therefore, too ſerious a matter to de left ia a ſtate 
of uncertainty, reſpeAing what did or did not conſtitute 
the offence. „ 
What Wetftein _ on Mark x. 12. is worth attending 
to on this point. Potiora furſſe jura mariti quam ut / 
inde manife/tum eft, quia uxor jure & conſuetudine Judas“ 
rum erat in manu ac poteſiate viri. Porra uxor cum juven 
rem habens, adulterii erat rea et morte punienda : non item 
vir rem habens cum innupta; quod etiam apud veteres Chrif- 
tianos obtinuit. 3 r 
Baſil. Can. 21. Eay aynp yuralx: curelner, tut ia un 
apes Tu Yau, fs Toprericey ELAEON, Foproy xpivojpuey Tot- 
ay—0v jEVjot £X 0{4fv Ketvore, TW THY ol S125 avſoy . 
ve $[xAnpealt, av tis eraviiper . y apap e 
—o He Toprevo as uu π % ne, T1; whos THY YVIGEIKE 
curexneres, g u er urn 8TarioV]a are woprands 
Toy «Spa avly j,, o I arnp pierdusny iruy o 
wv Hs o Aoſos ov.padios, n Ss gurn- 


s aT0F81.nlts. Karre] 
beta V x5tpalme. 8 

From hence it is manifeſt, that the laws which re- 
£6 lated to the huſband were more eligible than thoſe 
„ which related to the wife, becauſe, by the law and 
«© cuſtom of the Jets, the wife was in the hand, and 
<c under the power of the hufband. Moreover, à wife 
„ having to do with a young man was guilty of adultery, 
and to be puniſhed with death, But it was not ſo 
<< 'with the huſband who had an affair with an unmar- 
«© ried woman, which alſo obtained among the rftient 
& Chriftians.” —— Bafil, Can. 21. If a man cohabiti 


Fs 
« with a wife, afterwards, not pleaſed with mares 
5 thould fall into fornication, we judge ſuch an one a 
cc fornicator.=Wehave not any canon (or rule) to brig 
* him under an accuſation of adultery, if the fin ſhou] 
4 be with a woman free from marriage nor indeed ſhall 


%, he that (thus) committeth fornication, be ſhut out 
<< from cohabitatidn with his wife: ſs that the wife ſhall 
receive the man returning from fornication. to herſelf, 
„ put the man ſhall ſend away from his houſe-a defiled 
<<''yife, Phe reaſon of theſe things is not eaſy to con- 


<< ceive, but thus Hath the cuſtom prevailed.” 1 
1 5 * « 2 2 9 : : 2 5 t 


LT 
to idolatry, where the ſame idea is exactl y pre- 
„„, ono} £1505 50s 
In Lev. xx. to. we have an accurate and 
clear explanation of the ſignificant word Ne 
as well as of the commandment where it' is 
found. If a man commit adultery with bis 
neighbour's wife, the adulterer and adultereſs 
ſhall ſurely be put to death. What is here 
called committing adultery with bis neighbour's 
vie, is called, Ezek. xviii. 11. defiling his 
neighbour's wife; and Prov. vi. 29. going in to 
his neighbour's wife. If we turn to Deut. 
xxii. and conſider the expoſition of the ſeventh 
commandment which AMAgſes was directed, by 
the Holy Spirit, to deliver to the riſing gene- 
ration, before their entrance into Canaan, 
from ver. 1 3. to ver. 29. incluſive, we ſhall 
find this idea uniformly preſerved * through - 


out, See alſo Lev. xviii. 20. 


80 
It is to be obſerved, that Baſil lived in the fourth cen- 
tury. If the above rule was of ſo long ſtanding, as to 
be called gurafſere, a cuſtom, it proves demonſtrably, that 
the very early Chriſtians did not conſider adultery as re- 
lating to any thing but to the defilement of a married u- 
man, and of courſe, that the interpreting the New Teſta- 
ment ſo as to rank polygamy with adultery, is a much 
more modern invention « is uſually ſuppoſed. IS 
* e) Mzchatus eſt, adulteravit, 1 com- 
& miſit. Prov. vi. 32. per metaphoram—Idola coluit. Jer. 
iii. 9. Differt a dh quod generaliter ſcortari ſignifi- 
© cat, ut liquet ex Oſeæ iv. 14. at hoc verbum now 
s niſi in nuptam competit. Mercer in gag. 
R. Solomon Jarchi notat dici tantum de nuptd.”” - 
EE EE, ro . Leigh's Crit. Sacr. _ 
v2 © To commit adultery. with matrons, . See. Litt, 
Dict. Mæchor. to adulterate, to commit adultery [with a 
«© married woman] Prov. vi. 29, 32=34. » Metaphori- 
| . «cally, 


by 


G1 
- So ſtrict is this law with regard fo this of- 
ge that it even reaches to the defilement 


of a betrothed woman, who, in God's ſight, 


is reckoned as the man. wife to whom ſhe is 
betrothed, Ma man be found 1 80 with 4 wo- 
man mar ria. 10 an huſband, then they ſhall both 


of them die, both the, man that lay with the wo- 


nan, and the woman; fo ſhalt thou $58 aw 
evil from Iſrael. Deut. xxii. 22. f 
latter words we are taught, that. the fin, ot 
adultery, like that of murder, was not to be 
looked upon merely as a perſonal offence, 
which was of no further conſequence than to 
the parties committing it, but, if not 

niſhed as Gop commanded, brought guilt 
upon the very land itſelf, f, which could only 


& cally, to worſhip idols, Jer. iil. 9. It differs from 
5 TN, which ſignifies whoring in general, as is plain 
* from Hoſea iv. 14. But this word only belongs to in- 
© continency with a married woman. 


K. Solomon Farchi obſerves, it is only uſed where 2 


ce married woman is concerned.“ 


Aben Ezra thinks, that it ſignifies all iel commerces. 


even whoredom—** But I. ſee, ſaith Grotius, on Exod. 
„Xx. 14. that this word is taken by the Hebrews in the 


<< ſenſe of adultery only, and ſo it is tranſlated in this 


<< and the other places where it is * Log Greeks, 


igh, ib. and 


* Latins; and other interpreters.” | 
margin. 


The LXX always render it by wory$veuy N aun ; 


However, not to rely on the faithfulneſs of tranſſaturt, 
the accuracy of Jexicographers, or the wiſdom of commen- 
tators, either critical or explanatory, we wk have re- 
courſe to the word 7:ſelf in the original; and if we 
that in all its connections throughout the Hebrew, ſc: 
tures, it never. is uſed but in one fingle fal we are 
warranted to put any other upon it. | 


* 


1 64 1 
be put away by the puniſhment of the of 
fenders. Then follows ver. 22. J a damſel 
that is a virgin be betrothed unto an huſband, 
and a man find her in the city and lie with ber, 
then ball ye bring them both into the gate of 
that city, and ye ſhall lone them with ſtones that 
they die: the damſel, becauſe ſhe cried not, being 
in the city; and the man, becauſe he naTH 
HUMBLED HIS NEIGHBOUR S WIFE, 
Such is the law of Tus MosT Hier 
againſt adultery, or the defilement of a man's 
wife, Yet it is not the object of our muni- 
__ law as any public offence whatſoever, 

injured huſband may bring a civil action 

for private damages; but neither the adulterer, 
nor the adultergſs, can be indicted op puniſhed, 
as a public offender, by any one ſtatute 
EET... © © throughout | 


In the year 1650, when the ruling powers found 
66 it for their intereſt to put on the ſemblance of a very 
<< extraordinary ſtrittneſs and purity of morals; not only 
„ zncefſt and wilful adultery were made capital crimes, 
c put alſo the repeated act of keeping a brothel, or com- 
<< mitting fornication, were (upon a ſecond conviction) 
< 'made felony without benefit of clergy. But at the re- 
<< ſtoration, when men, from an abhorrence of the hypo- 
«<--crify of the late times, fell into a contrary extreme of 
<< licentiouſnefs, it was not thought proper to renew a 
cc Jaw of ſuch unfaſhionable rigour. And theſe offences 
<< have been ever ſince left to the feeble coercion of the 
«ſpiritual court, according to the rules of the canon law; 
lay which has treated the offence of incontinence, 
* nay eyen adultery itſelf, with a great degree of tender- 
<< neſs and lenity; owing perhaps to the celibacy of its 
*<' firſt compilers. The temporal courts therefore take no 
* cognizance of the crime of adultery, otherwiſe than 
„ as a private injury.” Black/lone, vol. iv. p. 64. Id. 


Fol. i. 433+ B :ſhop 
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| throughout our whole code of laws. How 


far this is ſeen to be for the comfort of ſo- 
ciety, and the honour of a Chri/tian nation, let 
others determine; I can only fay, that, if the 
law of Gop (which by. the way is as clear 
and poſitive a law as can be conceived) took 
place, we ſhould hardly hear of ſuch daily of- 
fences againſt it, as now diſgrace, diſhonour, 
and defile the land. Such however is the 


' confiflency of our flatute laws, ſuch their con- 
farmity to the law of God, that they make a 


man a felorr, and, but for the benefit of clergy, 
Hable to ſuffer death, if he have gwo wives of 
Bis own; but he may ſeduce and debauch as 
many wives of other people, as may fall in his 
way, and he is free from puniſhment, except, 
as I ſaid before, by way of civil action for the 
wrong done to the huſband. 
It is ſaid, indeed, that * our law conſi- 
* ders marriage in no other light but as a 
& civil contracꝭ, and leaves the holineſs of the 
« marriage-ſtate to the ecc/efiaſtical courts ;** 
but ſurely in a Chriſtian land, the holineſs 
* of the marriage-ſtate” ought to be an ob- 
ject of the municipal laws, as of infinitely 
greater conſequence to the public, and to the 
_ Biſhop Burnet, in his hiſtory of the Reformation, 
ſpeaking of the ſtate of the church before that period 
ſaith— The unmarried ſtate both of ſeculars and regu» 
lars gave infinite ſcandal to the world; for it ap- 
«© peared that the reſtraining them from having wives of 
<< their own, made them conclude that they had a ritt 


to all other men's : and the inferior clergy were no bei- 


e ter, &c.” See Crit. Hiſtory of England, p. 141. 
* Blackſtone Comm. TS: ; 


1 


peace and welfare of ſociety, than many other 
offences, which are propery deemed objects 


of their utmoſt ſeverity. For what, are the 
conſequences of adultery, even in a temporal 
view? All its evils cannot be reckoned—but 
only to mention a few :—It muſt introduce a 
total confuſion as to the offspring, a defeat- 
ing of rightful heirs, an utter obſcurity as to 
family defcents and pedigrees; for where 


adultery is, no man can know his own chil- 
dren, or even oſtenſible brothers and ſiſters 


aſcertain their relation to each other: for 
which, as well as for many other wiſe cauſes, 
doubtleſs it was (as well as to preſerve the ſanc- 


tity of the marriage - inſtitution) made capital 


by the DIVINE LawGiveR. This we ma 

humbly preſume to be the caſe; for this of- 
| fence is introductory of that kind of diſorder, 
which muſt, in the very nature of it, tend to 
deſtroy every bond of civil and religious ſo- 
ciety, and make the world, in a moral ſenſe, 
a mere chaos. | 


Why then is adultery, notwithſtanding it is 


ſo condemned by the wry law of Gop, 
ſo frequently, ſo ſhameleſsly, ſo openly prac- 
tiſed? It is becauſe the law of Gop being 


diſregarded in the conſcience, and not en- 
forced by the laws of the land in all its ter- 


ror, its importance is not adverted to: for 
though outward laws may not reach the 


heart, yet, they frequently, by reſtraining the 


outward actions of men, may lead them to 
view- ſuch offences in a different light, than 


when there is no puniſhment attending them. 
Such 


* 


| (. & 1:7.) 0 
Such is the depravity of mankind, that we 
find'the faying of the Preacher generally true: 
- BRO ſentence againſt an evil work ts not ex- 
ecuted Jpeeatly, therefore the heart of the ſons of 
men is fully ſet in them to do evil, Eccl.vui. 11. 
Impunity begets ſecurity; and this muſt pro- 
duce and multiply *ranſgrefion. —- 
As to thoſe reliques of the Pope's tyranny in 
this country, commonly called the ecclefaſtical 
courts *, their power is but very feeb/e; for 
which I and every free Proteſtant ought to be 
thankful. This ſort of imperium in imperio, 


V An inſtance of the oppreſſion of theſe courts, and the 
tyranny they exerciſe where they can, may appear from 
the following caſe :—Ann Jenkinſon was preſented at the 
primary viſitation of the Archbiſhop of York, 1 7725 for for- 
nication, the being with child by C. D. a ſingle: man. The 
caſe was, that the man had promi ſed her marriage, not 
only privately. to herſelf,” but alſs before the 3. 
when ſhe ſwore C. D. to be the father of the child. He 
ſoon after married another woman. The ſpiritual court 
proceeded againſt the poor girl, thus abandoned by the 
man, and without ever citing her, ſent an excummunication 
down, which was red and returned accordingly.” Another 
Was citad on ſuch. an account, but could not take out her 
penance, becauſe ſhe could not pay a certain ſum of money 
which was demanded : ſo that it is poſſible ſhe may al io 


5 * - - 


have been excommunicated. , , _ n $547 
The late Mr. Shenſtone, in his works, vol. ii. p. 258. 
4th edit. gives ſeveral. definitions of the word rhurch. 
Among others is the following, viz.— A body of pep-: 
<< ple who too frequently harraſs and infeſt the laity ac- 
4s cording to law, and who conceal their real namey un- 


der that of a ſpiritual court. 

No man, ſays Biſhop Burn, was more ſenſible of the 
abuſes, of the court called the ſpiritual court, than Arch- 
biſhop LUſen was. No man knew; the beginning and pro- 
greſs of them better, nor was more touched with the ill 
effects of them. Life of Biſhop Bedell, p. 85. 
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. which excludes trials by juries in criminal 


matters, and ſubſtitutes paper depoſitions in 
the place of vivd voce evidence, is too abhor- 
rent from every principle of our free conſti- 


tution to be endured ; and I am aſtoniſhed, 


that at the Reformation, their very being was 


not annihilated, as that of the far-chamber 


was afterwards, 16 Car. I. Theſe * courts, 


however, have cognizance of the crime of 
adultery, for which they can ſet the offender 
on a zornt fool in a white ſheet, under title Pe- 
nance; unleſs, under title + Commutation, he 


* In antient times, the King's courts, and eſpecially 
the Leets, had power to enquire of and puniſh fornication 
and adultery; but by 13 Ed. I. Stat. 4. called the ſtatute 
of circumſpecti agatis, cheſe matters were turned over to 
the ale hical courts, See 1 Burn, 662, | 663. " Alſo 


2 Burn, 144. 145 
+ All this wicked traffic of penance and. commutation 


was originally derived from the doctrine of indulgences ; 


concerning which, Tetzel and his affociates, when de- 
ſcribing the benefit of indulgences, and the neceflity of 
— * them, a little before the Reformation, thus ex- 
preſs themſelves :—*<* The efficacy of indulgences is ſo 
c great, that the moſt heinous ſins, even if one ſhould 
„ volate the mother of Gon, would be remitted and ex- 


<« piated by them, and the perſon freed both from - 


« niſhment and guilt. For twelve-pence you may rede 
the ſoul of your father out of purgatory.” i 
Tetzel was ſent into Germany, in the time of Les the 


Tenth, with a large cargo of indulgences, which he dif-- | 


ſed of for the raiſing a' ſum of money for the Pepe. 
Tetzel affirmed,'that he could not only pardon fins paſt, 
but alſo /ins to come; whereupon a German CI; 
bought ſuch a pardon of him, and afterwards robbed Ter- 
zel of the money. Tetꝛel threatening him, the other ſaid; 


"how had bought his pardon, declaring that was the ſin 


which he determined to commit. To which Tetzel 
could not reply. x Pp e 


$3. 4% ? 


or 
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or ſhe can buy off their n and ſhame in a 
um See 1 Burn. Ecc. Law, 663, 
e mon. Se be the cauſe, moſt 802 
ran it is, that the crime of adultery daily in- 
creaſes amongſt us, inſomuch, that one would 
think many of the Britiſb ladies, once famed 
for their modeſty, chaſtity, and ſobriety, ei- 
ther never red their Bibles at all, or elſe only 
that edition of it which was printed' by the 
company of Stationers, in the reign of Charles 
the Firſt (and for which Archbiſho Laud 
| fined them ſeverely in the flar-chamber} 
wherein they printed the ſeventh command- 

ment without the word 707, ſo that it ſtood, 

Thou ſhalt commit adultery. 

But if in reading the Hebrew Bible we re- 
ſtrain the word en adultery in the ſeventh 
commandment, to the married woman only, 
and to the man who defiles her, do we not 
leave the man, who, having one wife, takes 
another *, out of its reach? I anſwer.— It! is 
| not 


* The wiſe, holy, uniform, and connected ſcheme of 
Gon s moral government, with reſpect to the commerce 
of the ſexes, has two principal ends in view. The one, to 
prevent all confuſion ue the other, to ſecure the fe- 
male ſer ſrom that which muſt lead to it. Therefore a 
woman's going from one man to another is in all caſes made 
a capital offence, and | gas with death. On the other 
hand, no man coul e 2 woman, and then wanton 
forſake her. This, being Pp parently the ſource of * adu/- 

and proflitution, is poſitively forbidden. The law - 


which forbids this, though conceived in general terms, 

without any limitation or exception, muſt, in ſome caſes, 

fail of the proviſion it has made for the above Purpoſes, 
. * Matt. v. 4. 
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not for us to judge in this matter, but by the 
rule of Gop's word; if that brings ſuch. a 


caſe within the reach of the ſeventh command- 
ment, or of any one interpretation of it which 


is to be found in the book of that law, then 
ſuch a man is condemned: if otherwiſe, he is 
free—For where there is ud law, there is no 
rranſgreſſion. Rom. iv. 1g. And fin is not im- 
puted (aacysitai, reckoned, charged, brought to 
account where there is no law. Rom. v. 13. 

By the Soc of the law, I mean the Penta» 
zeuch, or five books of Moſes, delivered by Gop 
himſelf to that eminent ſervant and propbet of 
the MosT Hicn, and by him committed to 
writing, and delivered to the people. To 
the book of this /aw the great 992 of the Gen- 
tiles evidently refers, Gal. iii. 10. where he 
ſays, Cur/ed is every one, that continueth not in 
all things which are written in the BOOK OF THE 


LAW, 70 do them. Our Lokp's forerunner, 


John the Baptiſt, declared ThE LAW was 
given by Moſes, John i. 17. There is there- 
fore no law but that which was given by 
Gop to Moſes, nor was any new lam enacted 


after the canon cf the Pentateuch was cloſed 


by the death of Moſes. The diſtinction and 
difference of morai good and evil were then un- 


| without the allowance of polygamy ; as, where the man 


zaking the woman was married before. It is therefore 
neceſſary ſor us to enter deeply into this queſtion ; which 
I ſhall endeavour in the next chapter, not on the preca- 
rious footing of popular wh mean and vulgar opinion, con- 
cluding that we are wiſer than the inhabitants of more 
extenſive parts of the globe; but on the firm baſis of di- 
vine revelation, concluding that Gop is wiſer than man. 


alterably 


1 
alterably fixed, and the nature of both inva- 
riably to remain the ſame, What God doeth, 
it ſhall be for ever; nothing can be put to it, 
nor any thing taken from it: and God dveth it 
that men ſhould fear before Him. Eccl. iii. 14. 

As I am fully perſuaded, on the moſt ma- 
ture deliberation, that taking from God's 
law in ſome points, and adding to it in others, 
are the chief cauſes of the evil complained of, 
with regard to the ruin of one ſex, by the luſt, 
_ cruelty, treachery, and perfidy of the other; 

T ſhall examine the ſubject before us the more 
freely: not ſuppoſing that polygamy, being 
made felony by that fanguinary ſtatute 1 Jac. I. 
c. II. is therefore fnfu/ in the fght of Gop, 
any more than that adultery is innocent before 
Him, or one jot the more ſo, becauſe our ſta- 
tute-book has ordained no puniſhment for it 
whatſoever. Nor does its being looked upon 
with deteſtation and abhorrence in this part 
of the world, any more prove the unlawful- 
neſs of polygamy in the fight of God, than the 
approbation and practice of it in other more 
extenſive parts of * the globe, can prove its 


_ lawwfulnefs. 


* The pride and 1 ſo natural to fallen 
man, are the true reaſons why people of all elimes and 
countries are apt to imagine themſelves in the right, and 
all others who differ from them in the wrong, The Turt 


deſpiſes the Chri/tian, becauſe he is not a polygamiſt, the 


Cbriſtian in his turn abhors the Tyr4 becauſe he 1. 
what ſhall decide between them? Cuftom, uſage, preju- 
dice of education, national belief, municipal laws—haye as 
_ to plead on one ſide as on the other: theſe may 
Non noftrum inter vos tantas componere lites, 
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lawfulneſs. All muſt ſtand or fall: by Gop's 
own revelation of His own will, in His aun 
law. To ſuppoſe that His law can be diffe- 
rent in different parts of the world, which he 
bath made, and upholds with the word of His 
power; or that His one uniform juriſdiction 
doth not equally and invariably extend over 
all His reaſonable creatures; is to think of 


Him as the poor idolatrous, ignorant Syrians 
did— Te Lok ig God of the hills, but he it 
not the God of the valites. 1 Kings xx. 28. 


Near akin to this, is the ſuppoſition that 
Gop can change his mind, and be of one 
mind in the O Teftament, and of another in 
the New Teftement ; if ſo, He may now have 


changed His mind again, and neither of theſe 


The only deciſive appeal which can be made, muſt be to 
the Hebrew ſcriptures, unleſs we are to ſuppoſe that the 


concerning the matter, or that he left his church and peo- 


ple in the dark for four thouſand years together, touching 


an affair of ſuch infinite conſequence. As for imagining 


that he left the adjuſtment of marriage to the days of the 


New Teſtament (which is a popular notion amongſt us) 


having ſuffered the Jetus to live in ignorance and error 


concerning it for ſo many preceding ages—this is as falſe 
in point of fact, as if it were ſaid, that they lived without 
any revelation at all. As ſurely as the writings of Moſes 
contain the law of Gop, ſo ſurely was the law of mar- 


riage adjuſted and ſettled in the minuteſt particular. 
Among other reaſons why this muſt neceſſarily have been 
the caſe, is that very concluſive one, which ariſes from 


the dependence of the lawfulneſs of the iſſue on the law- 
fulneſs of the marriage, and of courſe the preſervation of 
true genealogy throughout the whole Jetoiſb diſpenſation; 


a matter in which our deareſt and eternal intereſt is con 
cerned, | — 


5 yas. books 


— 


Great Moral Governor of the univerſe had no mind or will 


El 
books contain a ſingle ſyllable which can be 
depended upon; ſo that after all the pains 
we can take to acquaint ourſelves with the 
droine mind and will, we may be as utter 
ſtrangers to them as the ſavages in America 
are.—But when we ſearch the indelible re- 
cords of truth, we find that the attribute of 
unchangeableneſs ſhines, with a diſtipgui 
luſtre; I am Jehovah, ſaith He, I change not. 
Mal. iii. 6. GoD is one—His will is one 
therefore hit, no more than Himſelf, can 
know any alteration, diminution, or change. 
What was /aw * at the beginning will be L 
to the end; and therefore what that /aqw is; as 
touching the point in queſtion, I will now 
proceed, with the confidence which the love 
of truth inſpires, and with a proper diſregard 
for the fallacious and unſcriptural reaſonings 
of men, in the freeſt manner to conſider. 


This is true even of the ceremonial latw, as to its 
meaning and ſubſiance, It cannot be leſs true of the mo- 
ral law, which is founded in the relation which mankind 
bear to Gop and each other, and therefore' muſt he as 
immutgble as that relation is. ? e 
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PROMISED the Reader, that the proofs , 
for what I advance ſhould be drawn from 
the word of Gop; and, for my own ſake, as 
well as that of the truth, I find myſelf more 
eſpecially bound to keep this promiſe, with 
reſpect to the ſubject before us: for if I were 
to go to human authorities, I ſhould wander 
into ſuch an endleſs labyrinth of difference 
and contradiction, as to loſe ſight of every 
thing but fruitleſs * diſputation. 


* Fruitleſs indeed! For the great Puffendorf, B. vi. 
c. 1. § 17. ſays—** Whether or no this practice be re- 
«c pugnant to the /aw of nature, is a point not fully ſet- 
<< tled among the learned,” He then gives the argu- 
ments on both ſides, leaving the deciſive judgment to 
be paſſed by the reader.” So that upon the footing of 
human wiſdom—adhuc ſub judice lis gi. The author 
therefore only conſiders it on the footing of the divine 
law, conceiving it impoſſible to determine its lawfulneſs 


or wnlawfulneſs in Gop's ſight by any thing elſe. Ac- 
_ cording to wht law will all men be jud; 


ged at the laſt day : 
therefore, to appeal to _ other, in matters of con- 
ſcience, is abſurd to the laſt degree. There is no other 


principle or means of diſcovering the mind and will of 
Gop touching this, or any other religious truth, na 
other rule or meaſure of judging and determining any thing 
about it or concerning it, but only the writing from 

whence it is taken, it being wholly of divine revelation, 
and that revelation being only expreſſed in that writing. 


That 


See Dr. Owen on the Scriptures, p. 18. 


11 

That the miſchiefs which muſt inevitably 
attend polygamy on the woman's ſide, do not 
accrue from it on the part of the man, is very 
clear ; and on this principle, we may account 
for the total difference which is put between 
them in the divine /aw—the' one puniſhed 
with death, the other not ſa much as men- 
tioned in a criminal light, So far from be- 
ing prohibited or condemned by the /aw, we 
find it allowed, owned, and even þlefſed: of 
Gop : and in no one inſtance, amongſt the 
many recorded in ſcripture, ſo much as dif 
approved. 1 5 loan 

By polygamy, I would be underſtood. to 
mean *, what the word literally imports, the 
having and cohabiting with more than one wife 
at a time. Whether taken together, as ſeems 
to be the caſe of king Jeboaſb, 2 Chron, 
xxiv. 3. or firſt one and then another, as JA. 
COB, Gen. xxix. 28, or DAviD, 1 Sam. xxv. 
433 it was this which was allowed of Gop, 
conſequently practiſed by His people. The 
putting away or divorcing one woman, in order 
to take another, was as much forbidden in the 
Old Teſtament as in the New. Goy ſays, 
Deut. xxii. 29. She ſhall be his wife; he may 


* Polygamy, ſtrictly ſpeaking, is of two ; either 
when one woman promiſcuouſly admits of more huſbands 
than one, or when one man is at the ſame time joined in 
marriage to more than one woman — The former of theſe 
is too abhorrent from nature, regen, and ſcripture, to ad- 
mit of a ſingle ene in its favour, or even to deſerve + 


a moment's conſideration. The author therefore, by the ' 


word polygamy, only means the latter, throughout this 
4 not 


1 76 | | 
wot put ber away all his days. 80 before, ver. 19 ; 
and again, Exod. xxi. 10. If be fake bim ana- 
ther wife, ber food fi. e. of the firfl wife ber 
raiment, and her duty of marriage, be ſhall nat 


in order to take a ſecond, is a palpable breach 


of theſe laws, and therefore treated by the 


great and infallible interpreter of them as a 


Heinous offence againſt Gop, it being 2 breach 
of that obligation, laid upon the man, to con 


ider his wife as one fleſb with himſelf, and, 
as ſuch, to cleave to her for life, as 5one of bis 
bone, fleſh of bis fleſh, Gen. ii. 23; which out 


L,oD cites, and reaſons upon, to prove the 


abomination of ſuch a proceeding, as abſo- 
{utely contrary to the original inſtitution of 
the marriuage-bond. TEES 
This, however, was the common practice 
of the profligate Fru of that day, who 
abuſed the liberty of divorce permitted by 


Moſes in certain caſes, to the moſt licentious - 
purpoſes, ſo as to make — little better 


than a pretence for gratifying t 
vorcing one, in order to take anorber, and thus 
profaning the holy ordinance of Gop, by 


giving it no higher place in their eſteem, 


than as a means of indulging their depraved 
appetites. A monſtrous practice ! againſt 


which CxR1sT's diſcourſe, Matth. xix. 4, &c. 


is levelled, not againſt polygamy, as conſidered 
fimply in itſelf. If we interpret this paſſage 
| % yp not withhold —withdraw— heed back—dh 
| &To5tpnget, LXX ; much leſs ſhall he put her away. 


* diminiſh. Putting away or divorcing a firſt, | 
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as ſuch an explanation of Gop's law. ram 44 
beginning, as will ſerve. to prove all palygams 
are * adulterers, we muſt condemn a large ge- 
neration of Gon's deareſt ſervants and chil, 
dren; and inſtead of believing that a theſe 
died in faith, Heb. xi. 13. we muſt fay, that 
many of them died in a ſtate of unbeligf and 
diſobedience ; and inſtead of looking, for Abra- 
ham, Facob, David, &c. in the kingdom of 
heaven, we muſt look for them in the king» 
dom of Satan; for bis TEN va and him 
hey ſerved, if polygamy be an offence againſt 
9 rom * beginning, under which theſe 
people lived and died, without the leaſt re- 
pentance, or any ſigns of it, as adulterers, for- 
nicators, and whoremongers. That is the in- 
fallible + conſequence of the common inter- 
pretation of this paſſage; for CyR1sT does not 
ground the authority of what He declares on 
any new /aw which he was introducing, but. 

on an explanation of Gop's la from the be- 


®* Adultery is marked as a mortal ſin, Gen. xx. 3. in 
the hiftory of Abimelech king of Gerar; and polygamy * 
therein ſtands as utterly diſtinguiſhed from it - this in the 
judgment of JenovAn himſelf. Comp. Gen. 'xxvi. 9, 
10, * 2 F f the | Joh WN 
I Fer ſim is the tranſgreſſion of the law. 1 John iii. 4. 
Al Rae ode; 5 (i. e. 1 unconformity to the law) is he? | 
1 John v. 17, ſoul that  finreth, it ſhall die. EZek. 
xviii. 4. The wages of fon is death. Rom. vi. 23. hires; 
N and adulterers God will judge. Heb. xiii. 4. The, 
weak arguments which have been made uſe of to excuſe 
the /in 14. polygamy, as ſome call it, in the patriarchy, and“ 
the Old- Teſtament /aints, will be fully conſidered and» 
expoſed in this chapter. A 


 giming, 


„„ 
ginning, revealed firſt to Adam, afterwards re- 
corded by Moſes, that it might be tranſmitted 
to all ſucceeding generations, as the one rule 
of faith and practice, for all thoſe to whom 
Gop's word ſhould come, to the end of the 
world. Neither with you only, ſaith Moſes to 
the people (then preſent at the re- publication 
of Gop's law, Deut. xxix. 14, 15.) do I make 
this covenant and this oath, but with him that 
ſtandethb here with us this day, before the LoRD 
our Gop, and alſo with him that is not (or thoſe 
who are not) here with us this day, i. e. with 
all ſucceeding generations, till time ſhall be 
no more. | | | „ 
Therefore CuR IST, ſo far from altering, 
changing, or deſtroying the law delivered 
from GOD by Moſes, enters a caveat againſt 
ſuch a ſuppoſition (Matt. v. 17.) Think not 
that I am come to deſtroy the law or the pro- 
pbets; I am not come to deſtroy, but to fulfil - 
for verily I ſay unto you, till heaven and earth 
paſs, one jot or one tittle ſhall in no wiſe paſs 
from the law, till all be fulfilled —t#os Av weavra 
yevyrau——until all things be done. Hammond. 
And again (Luke xvi. 17.) I is eafier for hea- 
ven and earth to paſs, than one tittle of the law 
fo fail, This not only ſtamps unchangeable- 
ne/5 upon the law, but upon its import, ſenſe, 
and meaning, as one and the ſame throughout 
all ages and generations, as an invariable 
rule of life for the members of God's v4b/e 
church upon earth, even to the leaſt jor or 
8285 Notwithſtanding,. 


TT 0 1 
Notwithſtanding, as this paſlage of 'Matt, 
xix. is the chief ground on which that abs 
ſurd poſition is built, that Polygamy, though 
« allowed under the /aw, is forbidden un- 
« der the gabel; or, © though permitted 
« under the Old Tenn, is * forbidden 


* The notion that marriage 8 the * Tf 
ment, is different from what it was under the Old Te 
ment, which, as will appear in a third volume of this 
work, is true genuine Popery, reminds one of Moliere's 
Medecin malgrè lui, where SGANARELLE is ſetting 
forth his profound medical -and anatomical knowledge ; 
as an inftan ce of the Iaſt, he places the liver on the 
right ſide, and the heart of the lent.—GERONTER ſays 
On ne peut pas micux — ans doute. Il 1 4 
u une ſeule choſe qui m'a chogqus. C'eſt Vendroit du foye 
& du cœur. Il me ſemble que vous les places autrement 
qu'ils ne ſont. Que le cœur oft du cats gauche, & le foye 


Au cot droit. 


. SGANARELLE. Oui cela eftoit AUTREFOIS AINSI: mais 
nous AVONS CHANGE TOUT CELA, & neus faiſons 
maintenant LA MEDICINE D "UNE METHODE TOUTE 
NOUVELLE. 
GERONTE. Ceft ce que je ne ſcavois pas, & j je vous de- 
mande pardon de mon i gnorance. | | 
SGANARELLE. II y a point de mal, & vont gin 
pas oblige d' gſire auſſi habile que nous. 
| &© GRRONTE. One cannot, doubtleſs, difcoutſe bet- 
<« ter on the ſubject.— There is but one thing that has 
<< diſpleaſed me I mean the ſituation of the liver and 
«© "the 1 —It ſeems to me, that you place them other- 
<< wiſe than they are — that the heart is on the left By 
«© and the liver on the right. « 
© SGANARELLE. Yes, it was formerly * but we 
„ have changed all that, and nc ra- days we practiſe 
« phy/ic after a method entirely new. 
* GERONTE.) That I did not know, and I aſk your, | 
<« pardon for my ignorance. 
| © SGANARELLE. There's no harm done,—You * 
£ not obliged to be as ſkilful as we are.” 
6c under 


= 
« under the New” (as if there could be a 
law in the New Teſtament contradictory to 
that in the Old Teſtament) it may be worth 
our while to conſider the matter more mi- 
nutely. EIN . 
The queſtion put by the Phariſees, Matt. 
xix. 3. is not, whether it be lawful to 
* marry fo wives at a time, or to take one 
* * to another? but—* Is it lawful for a man 
„ te PUT AWAY his wife for every cauſe ?”” 
The queſtion concerns divorce, and divorce - 
only. When we conſider who it was that was 
to give the anſwer, we may be certain of its 
entire pertinence to the qugſtion. It follows 
(ver. 4, &c.) He anſwered and ſaid unto them, 
Have ye not read, that He which made them at 
the beginning, made them male and female, and 
faid, For this cauſe ſhall a man leave father and 
mother, and cleave unto his wife, and they twain 
(i. e. the man and his wife} ſhall be one fleſh? 
wherefore they are no more twain, but one fleſh. 
What therefore Gop hath joined together, let nat 
man put aſunder. 5 
With ſo cloſe, ſo appoſi te, ſo concluſive an 
anſwer, grounded on the od marriage: inſtitu- 
tion, not on any ze diſpenſation; they ought 
to have been ſatisfied that Avorce was unlaw- 
ful. But they urge him farther, and (ver. 7.) 
faid unto him. My did Moſes then command to 
give a writing of divorcement, and put her 
away ? He ſaith unto them, Moſes, becauſe of 
the hardneſs of your hearts, SUFFERED you 10 
put away your wives, but from the beginning it 
"> $2.2: 9 . | wat 
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was not ſo (i. e. that men ſhould put away their 
wives). And I ſay unto you, that whoſoever 
ſhall put away his wife, except it be for fornt- 
cation, and ſhall marry another, committeth 
adultery; and he who marrieth her which 1s 
put away, committeth adultery. =. 
This laſt is the verſe which has made the 
difficulty; for if this were meant to condemn 
polygamy, it amounts, ſo far, to a contradiction, 
or rather repeal, of the old lau, which per- 
initted it; and then more than a ſat or 7i7fle 
has paſſed from the law. If it means that it 
was always ſinful, and againſt the law of Gop, 
it condemns, as was before obſerved, all 
that ever practiſed it, and falls heavy on ſome 
of the greateſt ſaints, that are recorded in 
ſcripture as patterns of faith, holineſs, and 
obedience, © | ; 
This difficulty, like many others in the 
ſcriptures, can only be ſolved, by attending 
to the character of the ſpeaker, the peculiar 
circumſtances of the perſons ſpoken to, and 
the particular occaſion on which the words 
were ſpoken ; for want of this, we are apt to 
interpret the ſcriptures more by found than 
ſenſe, and thus make them pea: what they 
never meant J. 3 
V 


Vou then whoſe judgment the right courſe would ſieery, 
Know well each antient's proper character 
His fable, ſubje&, ſcope of every page; | 
Religion, country, genius of his age : 

Without all theſe at once before your eyes, 
Cavil you may, but never criticiſe. 
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The Jeus, at the time of their diſpute 
with CHRIST on the ſubje& of divorce, were 
fonder of tradition than of the ſcriptures, and- 
of the teachings of their rabbzes, than of the 
law of Gop; inſomuch that CurisT charges 
them (Matt. xv. 9.) with teaching for doc 
trines the commandments of men and (Mark 
vii. 9, 13.) with rejefing and making the word 
of God of none ect, through their tradition. 
There were ſeveral famous rabbies, whom 
they highly reverenced, but particularly Sham- 
mah, Hillell, and Akiba. . 

* The ſchool of Shammah taught, that a 
man could not be lawfully divorced from his 
wife, ** unleſs he had found her guilty of ſome 
« action which was really infamous, and con- 
te trary to the rules of virtue.” But the ſchool 
of Hillell T, who was Shammab's diſciple, 
taught, on the contrary, that the leaſt rea- 
« ſons were ſufficient to authorize a man to 
« put away his wife. For example—if ſhe 
« did not dreſs his victuals well, or if he 
« found any other woman be liked better.” Akti- 
ba was ſtill more indulgent than Hillell, for 
| he affirmed that it was ſufficient cauſe for 
„% a man 


If ſuch requiſites are neceſſary for judging properly of the 
Halloto productions of mortals, how much more are thoſe 
abovementioned neceſſary, that we may judge aright of 
the deep things of Go. | 

& See Cruden, under divorce. | „ 

+ Shammah and Fillell are ſuppoſed to have lived 
about an hundred years before the deſtruction of the ſe- 
cond temple. Some ſay they were cotemporaries with 


Herod the Great. See Ant. Univ. Hiſt. vol. x. p. 429, 
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t a man to put away his wife, if the were not 
, agreeable to her huſband.” _ 
Joſephus and Philo ſhew very ſufficiently; 
that in their time the Fews believed divorce 
to be lawful on every trivial cauſe; That 
the Phariſees had learnt to explain the tole- 
ration of Moſes in a like extenſive manner, 
may be gathered from the queſtion which 
they put to our SAviouR. The above ob- 
ſervations may therefore ſerve as a key to the 
ſcripture under conſideration. The Phariſees 
(who aſked, whether it was lauful for a man 
to put away his wife for every cauſe ? ſeem to 
have been deeply tinctured with that poſition 
of Hillell, and to have adopted that particular 
cauſe of divorce mentioned by him, that of 
ſeeing a woman they liked better, ſo putting away 
one whom they liked 4%, in order to take an- 
other whom they liked more. Againſt this 
CuRISTH may be underſtood to level his an- 
ſwer boſbever putteth away his wife, except 
for the cauſe of fornication, and marrieth another 
committeth adultery, &c. not as condemning 
polygamy in itſelf, againſt which there ws u 
law, but under the particular circumſtance. 


Of Akiba it js ſaid - Circa ea tempora vixit—** he lived 
& about thoſe times.” Athan. Vinc. LT 
Dr. Owen on the ſcripture, p. 227, makes him armour-, 
bearer to the Pſeudo-Meſſias Barchechab, in the days of 
Adrian ; when, in the purſuit of a deſign to reſtore Their 
temple and worſhip, the Fetus fell into a rebellion againſt 
the Romans all the world over. This was about the year 
135- From theſe different accounts, it ſeems probable 
that there was more than one perſon of the name of A4ki- 
ba, or, as ſome call him, Aquiba. 
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of unlawful divorce to effect it, againſt which 
the law of Gop was from the beginning. Such 
a thing was not contained in Moſes's permi/- 
fron, nor mentioned therein, but was contrary 
to the very inſtitution of marriage; and, as our 


Lok p ſhews clearly, ver. 4, 5, 6, virtually 


forbidden by the very words of it. It was 
as unlawful for a nan to put away or divorce 


his wife for another woman, as for a woman to 


put away or divorce her huſband for another 

man: the marriage-bond being equally binding 

as to the matter of putting away. We may 
alſo obſerve, that though the ſaints of Gop, 
of whom we read ſo much in the Old Teſta- 
ment *, practiſed polygamy, yet they did not 
put away one wife in order to make room for 


* The example of the Heathens and Mahometans 
© may indeed be of no great force in the argument for po- 
„ lygajmy, becauſe it appears that thoſe people are guil- 
< ty of many violations of the law of nature; but the 


c polygamy of the fathers under the old covenant, is a rea- 
“ ſon which ingenuous men muſt confeſs to be unan- 


„ ſwerable.” See Puffendorf, lib. vi. c. 1. & 18. 


Some have thought, that the examples of Abraham, 
Jacob, and the other Old- Teſtament ſaints, are too far 
removed into antiquity, to ſerve as proofs for the lawful- 
neſs of polygamy.— But did ever any one object to the 
hiſtory of Cain, as an example of the criminality of mur- 
der, or of Gop's thoughts on that ſubject? or does the 
Apoſtle, in the epiſtle to the Hebrews, ſcruple to recapitu- 
late, by name, thoſe heroes of antiquity, who did ſuch 
mighty works by the power of faith, as examples to us? 


In ſhort, doth he not aſſure us, Rom. xv. 4. That whar- 


SOEVER THINGS were written afore-time, were written for 
our learning? But what can we learn from either the 
precepts or examples of old time, if we are to ſuppoſe that 
Gop has changed his mind upon the ſubjeQs which they 


hold forth to us? 
aganotber. 


5 3 
another. This was as directly forbidden them 
by the law of Gop, delivered by Moſes, as b 
CHRI1sT, on the authority of that law, to theſe 
Phariſees. | | | 

. Here I would obſerve, that our tranſlators 
of the Bible ſeem to have paid too much at- 
tention to the Scribes and Phariſees, in the 


rendering the paſſage referred to for the juſ- 
tification of their doctrines about divorce. 


The Phariſees ſay, Moſes COMMANDED fo give 


a writing of divorcement, and put her away. 
Thus x rabbies conſtrued Deut. xxiv. 1, 
&c. in the imperative mood; and we, by do- 
ing the ſame in our tranſlation of that paſſage, 


have juſtified their miſinterpretation, and even 


juſtify the divorced woman's going to be an- 


other man's wife. She may go, and be another 


man's wife ; ſo we tranſlate, verſe 2. No mar- 


vel, if this be the caſe, that CnRIS＋TH is ſup- 


poſed to condemn ſomething which was before 
allowed ; whereas the whole paſſage is ſuppo- 


ſitory or hypothetical, and only introductory of 


that poſitive law, ver. 4. The whole ſhould 
be. rendered thus, if we would avoid the ab- 
ſurdity of ſuppoſing Moſes to. command, what 

Gop poſitively forbad, and to conſign a mar- 


ried woman into the arms of an adulterer, in 


the very face of the ſeventh commandment, 


by ſaying, ** She may go and be another man's 


* wife,” ver. 2. This would be cſtabliſhing 
I adultery by a ſolemn law, 


EY | ſolved 


The 


The learned Dr. M bitly, in order to get rid of this 
conſequence, is for ſuppoſing, that theſe divorces diſ- 


— 
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The Hebrew text ſhould be rendered 


When, (or if a man hath taken a wife, or 200 
man, and married her, and it come to paſi that 
ſhe find no favour in his eyes, becauſe he hath 


found fome uncleanneſs in her, and (Ir) he write 


her a bill of divorcement, and give it in her 


hand, and ſend her out of his houſe, and ſhe 


ſhall have departed out of his houſe, and (Ir) 


. ſhe go and be another man's wife, and Ir the 


latter husband hate her, (here we explain the 


1 by an ir, why not before?) and write ber a . 
Bill of divorcement, &c. or if the latter husband 


die, which took her to be his wife, her former 


husband, which ſent her away, may not take ber 


again to his wife after that ſhe is DEFILED, for 
that is abomination before the LoRD, and thou 
ſalt not canſe the land to fin, which the LoRD 


thy Gop giveth thee for an inheritance. 


Thus the Greek & interpreters expreſs the 
ſenſe of theſe four verſes, and the Vulgar 


Latin. 


ſolved the bond of marriage; but this is directly contrary 
to what CHRIST aſſerts, for his whole argument ſhews, 
that nothing can do this, but adultery in the wife. The 
Doctor was certainly led into this mittake, by our wrong 
tranſlation of the paſſage, in Deut. xxiv. 1-4. | 
* To the teſtimonies here mentioned, for this inter- 
rms of the Hebrew text, we may add. that of the 
earned Buxtorf; who obſerves, that in the words of Mo- 
fes, Deut. xxiv. I—4. (ſee Jer. iii. 1.) this one pro- 
hibition only is contained, -“ That a man ſhall not receive 
* again to his bed, a wi'e which he hath once put away”'— 
but that the cuſtom itſelf of putting away wives, is, in 


that place, neither approved by Maſes, nor plainly con- 


demned, but left as it were indifferent. And the obſer- 


vation of our Saviour, that this permiſſion was given by 


Moſes, becauſe of the hardneſs of their hearts, ſufficiently 
PEE: g . | makes 


” wr MP RRP Y 


EF 


Latin, yea, and the Chaldee paraphraſe may 


be ſo underſtood. So Tremellius renders the 
words, and Vatablus explains them, Scripſe- 


ritque ei libellum repudii & dederit Ei in manu, 


eeceritque, &c. IF he ſhall have written ber a bill 
of drvorce, &c. *©* This is not an abſolute ſen- 
s tence,” faith Yatablus, but ought to be 
« joined to the words following, which ſhew 


Le that ir ſuch things happened, that 17 a 


* man divorced his wife, and I another took 
« her, the former huſband might not take 
«« her again, ſhe having been gefled.” Which 
roves the ſame thing contended for by our 
oRD, in His diſcourſe with the Phariſees, 
that thoſe permiſſive divorces, which, ſays He, 


Moſes permitted, ere rp e —not, as the Pharr- 


ſees would have it, everzaaro, commanded— 


made no difference as to the marriage-bond in 
the igt of Goo. The man who put away 
his wife, for no other cauſe than marrying 
another, which was the practice of theſe peo- 

le, committed a great ſin, not only by not 
cleaving to his wife, as Gop had commanded, 
but by putting her away for another woman, 
and thus caufing her to commit adultery with 
another man. See Matt, v. 32. And in this 


ſenſe, as acceſſary to his divorced wife's crime, 


makes it appear, that the Moſaical indulgence doth not 


amount to an approbation, but ſignifies only a bare tole- 


ration, or connivance, exempting from civil puniſhment. 


See Puffend. b. vi. c. 1. § 23. 1 
So Clark on Matth. xix. 8. intimates, that ** Myſes 
* permitted divorce to prevent a greater civil miſchief. 
«© He did ſo far allow of it, as to exempt them that did 
« it from any civil puniſhment, but ſtill it was a tranſ- 
“ greflion of the moral law, and ſo a fin againſt Gop.”? 
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might himſelf be ſaid to commit adultery But 


'more of this hereafter. 


If thoſe divorces could have operated, as a 
diſſolution of the firſt marriage, ſhe would not 
have been DEFILED by marrying another man; 
but this not being the caſe, ſhe was DPEFILE D* 
in the ſight of Gop, when put away by unlaw- - 


ful divorce, as when ſhe went to another man 


without any —_— Very ſtriking are the 
words of Jer. iii. RF. hey ſay, If a man put 
away his W! Je, and * go from him, and become 


another man's, ſhall he return to her again? 


ſhall not that land be greatly polluted 2-—But 


where 1s any thing like this ſaid of polygamy ? 
That polygamy was practiſed We all 
ages of the Jeviſb economy, cannot be de- 
nied. It is equally evident, that it was the 
deliberate, open, avowed, and wilful practice 
of the moſt holy and excellent of the earth, of 
Abraham, the father of the faithful, the friend 
of Gop, If. xli. 8. as well as of the moſt il- 
laſtrious of his children; and this, without 


the leaſt reprogf or rebuke from Go, or the 


molt diftant.hint or expreſſion of his diſplea- 
ſure, either by Mo/es, or any other of the pro- 
phets. No trace of ſorrow, remorſe, or repen- 
tance, touching this matter, is to be found in 
any one inſtance, and therefore many commen- 
tators are at a loſs to maintain the fnſulneſs of 
polygamy, but at the expence of KAnn rea- 


fon, and Common ſenſe. 


*The word (Deut. xxiv. 4.) which we tranſlate de- 


| filed, is ND. The fame word is uſed, Eck. xviii. 6, 11, 


15. for violating another's wife, 
Some 


1 


Some ſay It was a in, but Gop * allow» - 
« ed it for the hardneſs of their hearts.” That 
Moſes ſuffered (E ere, permitted, tolerated} 
divorce, ſo far as not to exact the outward 
uniſhment of it in certain caſes, 1s evident 
from the ſuppoſed circumſtances in Deuz. xxiv. 
1, &c. But this was in order to avoid worſe 
miſchief amongſt the wicked and profligate 
part of the community, ſuch as mal-treating, 
beating, or even killing their 4afed wives. 
This is what we may ſuppoſe, in part at leaſt, 
to be meant by our LoRD, when He fays— 
Moſes, becauſe of the hardneſs of your hearts, 
ſuffered you to put away your wives. This is 
ſaid of divorce, not of + polygamy, as plainly 
appears by the words of the text. And here- 
in Moſes ſeems to have acted more as a poli- 
tician, than as a'/awgiver—by permiſſion, not 


* The idea of JEHovan's allowance of fin, and that 
for ages together, is placing him, in point of holineſs, 
purity, and juſtice, below the notion which the heathen 
had of their gods— Homer ſays —— | 


oO yep Ku lpya $807 drapes AV Odyſſ. E. ver. 55. 

Yet 2 the gods their impious acts deteſt, | 
And honour juſtice, and the righteous breaſt. 

Re | Pope. See Pſ. v. 5. 
_+ The learned authors of the Univerſal Hiftory, vol. 
iii. p. 137, obſerve, that Moſes, among other things, 
was forced to indulge them (the Fews) in polygamy.” 
— But what could this have to do with Abraham, Facob, 
and thoſe who liyed before Moſes? It is evident that po- 
 Iygamy was practiſed by the holieſt of the ſaints, ages be- 
fore Moſes exiſted ; therefore, aſcribing the pratlits of 
it to an indulgence of Moſes, is as great a miſtake, as aſ- 
cribing the original of circumciſion to the law of Moſes. 

Comp. Gen. xvii. 10—14. with John vii. 22. , 


1 
by commandment, like that of Paul, 1 Cor. 
vii. 6. It is not ſaid-Gop ſuffered it — but 
we Moſes ſuffered you to put away your wives + 
but, CHR1sT adds, from the beginning it was 
not $0—1. e. that men ſhould put away their 
wives, Here is not the leaſt hint about po- 
Ham. 1 
Can we ſuppoſe, however, that Gop ſuf- 
fered Abraham, Facob, David, and others of 
His ſaints, to break His law, and this for the 
hardneſs of their hearts If they had hearts 4 
ſtone, who ever had an heart of fleſh? Exek. 
i. 19. Do not reaſon and common-ſenſe 
_ ſtart back at ſuch a ſuppoſition ? | 
Others have as abſurdly ſaid, that, Gon, 
* being the ſovereign, has a right to diſpenſe 
with his own laws, and having done this, 


* polygamy was no fin.” 
* pohgamy * 


The elaborate Noldius, after long arguments upon 
the ſubject, pro and con, of his own and other people's, 
which may all be ſeen Heb. Part. Annotat. 225. con- 
cludes— Sanctos veteres polygamos non peccaſle coram Deo, 
quia habuerunt diſpenſationem ſpecialem & extraerdina- 
riam.— The old ſaints, who were polygamiſis, did not 
“ fin before God, becauſe they had a ſpecial and extraor- 
$ dinary diſpenſation.” But, 1. Where is ſuch a diſpen- 

Y ation recorded? 2. The very ſuppoſition of ſuch a thing 
— is as abſurd as it is profane; more becoming the charac- 
ter of a Pope of Rome, than of the HoLy GOD. 3. The 
8 idea of a ſpecial and extraordinary diſpenſation to ſome, and 
' | leaving others under the guz/t of fin, ſeems to be borrow- 
11 ed from the ſpeech of one of the doctors (Soto) at the 
1 famous council of Trent, who ſaid, ** The antient a- 
| « thers had many wives by diſpenſation, and the others, 
F* who were not diſpenſed with, did live in perpetual 
* fin.”*—Hi/2. of Council of Trent, Eng. Tranſ. by N. 
Brent, p. 671. This directly militates againſt the univer- 

* 25 >” [ality 
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We find particular occaſional inſtances of 
Gop's diſpenſing with the rigour of His lawg 
on certain emergencies, and for particular 
urpoſes—as in DAvip's eating the ſbew- 
hos which it was not lawful for any but the 
prieſts to eat. Alſo in ſome other inſtances 
which might be mentioned. But where do 
we find a fotal ſuſpenſion of one of the com- 
mandments of the moral law for ages to- 
ether? If it was as great a ſin for a man to 
2 two wives, as for a woman to have ws 
huſbands, why ſuſpend it on the part of the 
man, and not on the part of the woman 
Why invariably ordain puniſhment on one 
| fide, and not on the other, if each was equally 
ſinful againſt the law itſelf? Doth Gop per- 
vert judgment? Or doth the Almighty pervert 
Juſtice ? Job viii. 3. Gop 2s no reſpecter 4 
perſons. Acts x. 34. He accepteth i. e. wit 
undue and partial favour) a man's perſon. Gal, 
ii. 6. As many as have finned in the law, ſhall 
be judged by the law. Rom. ii. 11, 12. Nor 
is it conceivable that the righteous JupGE 
OF ALL ſhould Himſelf depart from the rule 
laid down for his vice-gerents, the judges of 


ſality of the law, Deut. xxi. 15, which is conceived in as 
general terms as poſſible, and moſt clearly ſuppoſes that 
any man might have two wives. I he Levirate, or law, 
Deut. xxv. 5, 6. which Noldius calls a diſpenſation for 
marrying the brother's wife, contrary to Lev. xviii. 16. 
is very improperly called ſo, it being a poſitive command- 
ment, eſtabliſhed for a particular purpoſe, and both the law 
itſelf, and the reaſon of it are there ſet down. This is 
not the caſe with polygamy, for there is no law which pro- 
hibits it, nor any to eſtabliſh a partial allowance of 7 

. the 


„ 
the earth, (Deut. i. 17.) Ye ſhall not 4, 46x 
perſons in judgment. No other account then 
can conſiſtently be given of the matter, than 
what may be gathered from the uniform and 
unvaried uſe of the word xJ—adultery—in - 
the /eventh commandment, as relating to the 
wife ; that is to ſay, as forbidding polygamy on 
her fide, but not to the hysband as forbidding 


olygamy on his. „ | 
of — . would make the wiſe, holy, great, 
and good men, who were polygami/ts, wholly 
ignorant of the law, as to the true meaning 
ent, and ſay— The times of ignorance GoD 
* winked at'—wreſting this text / Acts xvii. 
30.) which ſpeaks of the blind Gentiles, who 
were without the ritten law of Gop, and 
making it relate to the eus, to whom were 
committed the oracles of GoD. Rom. iii. 1, 2. 
But, waving this, was ABRAHAM, that pro- 
pbet, Gen. xx. 7. whom Gop, from the fa- 
miliar intercourſe He had with him, calls 
His * friend? (If. xli. 8.) —was Jacob, who 
ſpake with Gop face to face (Gen. xxxii. 30.) 
ignorant? Could Moss, the ſacred penman 
and expounder of the law, be ignorant? ſo ig- 
norant, as not to know its true meaning? Could 


* Gop faith, Gen. xviii. 19. Shall I hide from Abraham 
that thing which I de? —for I know him, that he will com- 
mand his children and his houſhold after him, and they ſhall 
keep the way of the LoRD, te do juſtice and judgment. How 
Abraham could teach others to keep the way of the Lord, 
and yet be ignorant of it himſelf, cannot eaſily be con- 
. ceived. If the blind lead the blind, both ſhall fall into the 
ditch, Matt. xv. 14. = 


_ Davin 


1 


,Davip be ignorant? If fo, to how little pur- 


poſe was his ſudy in it all the day long ? Pl. 


cxix. 97. Are we to ſuppoſe Solomon igno- 
rant, to whom Gop ſaid—Lo, I have given 
thee a wiſe and underſtanding heart, ſo that there 
was none like thee before thee, neither after thee 
ſhall any ariſe hike unto thee? 1 Kings uu. 12. 
See 1 Kings iv. 29, &c. Comp. Matt. xi. 42. 
Luke xi 31. Such a ſolution of the matter 
will more eaſily prove the ignorance of ſuch 
commentators, than their aſſertions prove g- 
norance in the holieſt and wiſeſt men that ever 
lived under the light of the Old Teſtament, 
where alone Gop's law is to be found, and 
on the authority of which the whole New 


Teſtament can only * ſtand. The &:mgs of , 


rael were expreſsly commanded to write a 


copy of the law with their own band; it was 
to be with them, and they were to read in it 


daily. Deut. xvii. 18, 19. The Priefts and 


Levites could not be ignorant; for their lips 


were to keep knowledge, and the people were 


to ſeek the law at their mouth. Mal. ii. 7. 


As for the people, they not only heard the law. 


conſtantly, but were commanded to write it 


® Ignatius, Epiſt. ad Philadelph. c. 8. introduces 2 
Few ſaying— Ear un iy Jois dpyaios fupo ty To Evay- 
yeaAiw & miswo—nifi invenero in antiquis (vaticiniis) 


Evangelio non credo: which I heartily aſſent to, thus 
paraphraſed—** What I do not find in Moſes and the pro- 


«6 phets, I'll not believe in the goſpel.” But there is no 
danger of this, no hazard of being put to ſuch a trial; 


for certainly the New Teſtament faith none other things 
than Moſes and the prophets did ſay ſhould come to paſs. 


Acts xxvi. 22. See Rom. xv. 4. Luke xxiv. 44, 45 
upon 


1 
upon the very door-poſts of their houſes. Deut. 
vi. 9. Whatever elſe, therefore, their poly- 
gamy proceeded from, it could not be derived 
3 zgnorance. They could not be ignorant 
of the ſeventh commandment ; and ſuppoſing 
that many of them, like their deſcendents in 
later times, loſt fight of its ſþ:ritual intend- 
ment, yet the meaning of its outward letter 
they could hardly be at a loſs for, eſpecially 
as they muſt obſerve its uniform and unvaried 
uſe throughout the whole of their ſcriptures. 
If, therefore, polygamiſts ſinned againſt the - 
venth commandment, they did it with their 
eyes open; and whoſoever can believe that 
ſuch men as we have mentioned, could do 
this without any ſcruple before-hand, or ſor- _ 
row afterwards, or the leaſt ſign of repent- 
ance, muſt believe more than, for their ſakes, 
and the ſake of thouſands of Gop's ſaints 

who though not mentioned as polygamiſts, 
doubtleſs were ſo) I could wiſh even to ſur- 
miſe, or than is in the leaſt conſiſtent with 
the account which we have of them in the 
holy ſcriptures, 5 = 
I ſhall only obſerve farther on this head, 
of attributing the practice of polygamy by the 
Old-Teſtament ſaints to ignorance, that we 
muſt charge :gnorance on Gop's high-prieſt 
eboiada, who ſtands recorded, 2 Kings xii. 
and 2 Chron. xxiv. as one of the wileſt, beſt, 
and greateſt characters that ever lived, as like- 
' wiſe one of the moſt exemplary promoters of. 
_ Govy's honour, and a chief inſtrument of the 
reformation of religion in Judab, in the reign 


of 


t 95 } 


of king 1 Fehoaſh. If fo, our charge of n 


rance will not ſtop here, but even reach the 
Spirit of Gop Himſelf. For He ſays, that 
 Foaſh did right in the fight of the LORD all the 
days of Jeboiada the prieft, 2 Chron. xxiv. 2. 
or (as it is 2 Kings x11. 2.) a/l his days, wherein 
Jeboiada the prieſt inſtructed bim; and yet we 
are told, ver. 3. that Fehorada took for bim 
TWO WIVES, and he begat ſons and daugbters. 
On whom ſhall the commentator fix igno- 
rance? On Feboiada the high-prieſt, for 
teaching his pupil king Fehoaſh to be a poly- 
gamiſt, by taking for him tuo wives? or on 


Tehoaſh, who received them, and cohabited 


with them? or on the Holy Ghoſt, who bears 
teſtimony to the refitude of king Fehoaſh's 
conduct, all his days wherein Feboiada the prieſt 
inſtructed him ? | | 
The learned Biſhop Patrick, on .2 Chron. 
xxiv. 3. ſays, that Fehorada did not take 
ce theſe t. wives for the king, but for him- 
« ſelf.” Suppoſing it to be ſo, the proof of 
the lawfulneſs of polygamy in Fele opi- 
nion is equally ſtrong. But this ſenſe of the 
Biſbop's will hardly ariſe from the poſition 
and conſtruction of the Hebrew text: for it 
does not ſtand in thevrder of our tranſlation 
— And Fehoiada took for him two wives—ſo as. 
to make him the relative to Feboiada; but 
uxores duas Jehoiada ei tulit Et. Mont. 
PniIv wivumv » a1 
wives two Jehoiada him to brought And 


* Called Jos alſo, 2 Chron. XXIV. 


one's 


+ The verb x2 certainly ſignifies to'take a wife for 


— — —— re 
* 


+00. > 
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So that the 19—#0 him. —ſtands as the relative 
to the chief ſubject of the preceding verſe, 
which is evidently king Jeboaſb, whoſe hiſ- 
tory the ſacred penman is here recording, as 
a part of which this action of Fehozada's is 
here related. 
The Biſbop is conſcious of a difficulty in 
his interpretation, ariſing from a conſtant tra- 
dition of the Fews, that the High-prięſt was to 
have but one wife at a time, which was founded 
on Lev. xxi. 13, 14. This he endeavours to 
get rid of by 3 It is not certain that 
% Tehoiada was higb-prigſt, for he is every 
Where called Jeboiada the prigſt, and but 
“ once only (ver. 6.) the chief.” — But 
this is no argument at all againſt his being 
high-prieſt, for Abiathar, who was high-prieft, 
is no where called ſo in the Old Teſtament, - 
but always the prieſt ; ſo his father Ahbimelech, 
as the B:/hop himſelf obſerves on 1 Sam. xxi. 1; 
ſo Eli the prieſt, 1 Sam. ii. 11; Zadoc pond ph 
1 Kings iv. 2. 1 Chron. xxix. 22; and even 
Aaron himſelf, E/. xcix. 6. The title of 
wx —the chief, or head, which is given to 
Fehotada, ver. 6. ſignifies certainly more than 
the chief of one of the courſes of prieſts.” 
— His having apparently the conduct and ma- 
nagement of every thing * relating to the 
temple, his anointing ing Feboaſb (comp. 


one's ſelf—but it alſo ſignifies to tate or bring a wife for 
another. See Ezra ix. 2, 12. Neh. xiii. 25; in which 
paſſages the word NW is uſed in both theſe ſenſes. 

* As well as the entire management and command over 
all the Priz/ts and Levites. See 2 Chron. xxiii. 4—8. 


1 Kings 


„ 

1 Kings i. 45.) and many other circumſtances 
related of him, beſpeak him plainly to be no 
leſs than high- prieſt; and therefore the word 
 WR7—cbrzf, or Bead denotes this here, as it 
does that Seraiab was ＋ high-prieſt, 2 Kings 
xxv. 18. For all which reaſons it ſeems clear, 
that Jeboiada (who had before married Feho- 
ſhabeath, the ſiſter of king Ahazzab, 2 Chron, 
Xxii. 11.) took not theſe #200 wives for him 
ſelf, but for king Foaſh. 202 | 
Theſe things are too plain not to force 
conviction on the minds of many; therefore 

it is that they have ſaid with the learned au- 

thor of the Hiſtorical Library —“ Poly- 
0 gan, though not expreſsly a{/orped, is 

«© however tacitly implied in the lawof Moſes.” 
This is going farther than thoſe I have men- 


J * 


tioned, but yet does not come up to the mat- 
ter. For if it be forbidden by the ſeventh 
commandment, or by any othef law, it is as 
contradictory to ſcripture to ſay, that it was 
tacitly implied, as that it was expreſ/sly allowed. 
This laſt is the truth; it was expreſsly allowed, 
and that by Gop Himſelf: a direct proof this, 
that it was not forbidden by the ſeventh com- 
mandment, or by any other law, unleſs we 
can ſuppoſe the all-wiſe Gop to be ſo incon- 
ſiſtent with Himſelf, as to-forb:d, and yet al- 
low, the ſame thing under the ſame circum- 
ſtances. 1 e 
That Seraiah was deſcended in a right line from 
Eltazar the ſon of Aaron, appears 1 Chron. vi. 14. 


and of courſe ſucceeded to the high-prie/thood. As ſuch 
he is regiſtered, Ibid. ” 


Vor. I. 7 By. | Some. 
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Some have found out, that © pohgamy was 
allowed for the more expeditious peopling 
of the world.” —Suppofing it is a mean of 
increaſing * population (which by the way will 
admit of great doubt) yet where was the uſe 
of this amongſt the eus, when, before their 


This common notion, or rather vulgar error, is 
adopted by St. Auguſline, De Civ. Dei, lib. xvi. c. 38. 
where, ſpeaking of the antient polygamy, he ſays it was 
Jawful— Quoniam multiplicandæ poſteritatis cauſa plures 
uxores lex nulla probibebat. Becauſe, for the ſake of 
"<6 multiplying poſterity, no law forbad many wives.” — 
Thus thought many of the fathers, and the Romifh 
church in general, till the doctrine of diſpenſations was in- 
troduced ; then they ſaid it was a ſin; but Gop gave a 
__— to ſome to practiſe it thus artfully making 
the Holy Gop a diſpenſer with fin, and ſetting an example 
for the Pope's firſt making ſins, and then diſpenſing with 
them. But let us ſuppoſe ten men and ten women—can 
it be imagined, that if theſe ten women are each ſeverally 
married to one man, they are not likely to have as man 
children as if they were all married to one of the men ? 
Porter, in his Obſervations on the Turks, ſays, p. 292, 
that the number of children in Tur#:/þ families is not 
what the idea of polygamy ſuggeſts ; that they have not, 
In general, ſo many children as are found in common fa- 
milies of Chriſtians and Fews—He even uſes this as an 
argument againſt polygamy. On the other hand, many 
have contended for the permiſſion of . ene a8 a 
<< ſpeedier means of peopling the world; it appearing, 
ce that in polygamous countries, people abound more than in 
<< others that are monogamous.” But I take the real ſtate of 
the caſe, upon the . to be this; wherever there are the 
moſt married women, there the increaſe of the people will be 
the greateſt. Polygamy, therefore, as tending to increaſe 
the number of married women, muſt certainly tend to po- 
pulation. But then we are to ſuppoſe, that women who 
are married under polygamous contracts, would not other- 
+ wiſe be married at all; for in no other view can polygamy - 
be ſaid to increafe population; in this it certainly muſt. 


entrance 
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entrance into Canaan, they were as the fars in 
heaven for multitude? Deut. i. 10; and yet 
polygamy did not ceaſe after their entrance into 
the promiſed land. | 1 

As for all popular arguments againſt poly- 
gamy, which the wiſdom of this world has in- 
vented, and believed as ſo many certain con- 
cluſions on the fide of truth, they equally 
apply againſt the wiſdom and holineſs of Gop 
in allowing it, as againſt thoſe who maintain 

it: chars, as He will be juſtified in His ſay- 
ings, and clear when He is judged, Rom, iii. 4. 
the beſt anſwer which can be given, for the 
preſent, is that included in the awful queſ- 
tion of the Apoſtle, Rom. ix. 20. Nay but, 
« O man, who art thou that repligſt againſt 
© Gop?” Though this immediately relates 
to another point, yet it is applicable to all the 
vain reaſonings of men againſt the diſpenſa- 
tions of Providence, either in the natural or 
moral world. Which ſaid reaſonings, when 
thoroughly canvaſſed, and ſet jn their true 
light, will appear to be neither ide nor leſs, 
than the pleadings of human pride, on the be- 
half of human ignorance. Our prejudices and 
our opinions reciprocally affect each other, 
and, upon examination, they will uſually be 
found as much alike as the image and the meld 
it is caſt in. 2 aa 8 HIS 
„Go wiſer thou, and in thy ſcale of ſenſe, , + 
"WG Weigh thy opinion againſt Providence— | 


** Call imperfection what thou fancieſt ſuch, * 
* cSay, here He gives too little there too much 


* fFnatch from His hand the balance and the rod, 
4 Rejudge His juſtice, be the Gop of Gon. 


Ia 
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© In pride, in reas'ning pride, our error lies, 

«© All quit their ſphere, and ruſh into the ſkies; 
* And who but wiſhes to invert the laws 

% Of order, ſins againſt th' ETERNAL CAUSE. 


/* All this dread order break—for whom ?—for thee ? 
Vile worm! Oh madncfs! pride ! impiety ! 
* Go teach ETERNAL WISDOM how to rule, 
Then drop into thy/e/f—and be a fool. 
From pride, from pride, our veryreas'ning ſprings— 
Account for moral, as for nat ral things 
Why charge we Heaven in theſe, in theſe acquit ?— 
In beth, to reaſon right, is to ſubmit.” _ | 
. | Eſſay on Man. 
In fewer, but in ſtill more forcible and hum- 
bling words, doth Paul expreſs himſelf to the 
felj-wiſe among the Corinthians—and in them 
to 25-—1 Cor. iii. 18, 19.—Lef no man decerve 
himſelf —1Tf" any man among you ſeem to be wyſe 
in this world—ev To aw TgrTe—like the phi- 
loſophers, politicians, and rabbies of the age, 
(Gurs) let him become a Foot. that he may 
be wiſe—for the wiſaom of this world is r oO. 
ISHNESS With Gop. : 
Though it be beſide my defign, in this 
treatiſe, to conſider the ſubjects thereof on 
any other footing than as they appear in the 
ſcriptures ; yet I will ſo far depart from my 
purpoſe, as to take notice of a popular argu- 
ment againſt polygamy, which, in the minds 
of ſome learned and conſiderate men, has been 
of ſuch importance, as to outweigh all that 
could be ſaid for it. It is this—** The males 
and females brought into the world are 
« nearly on a balance, only allowing a little 
e exceſs on the ſide of the males; whence it 
“ follows, that nature intends only one wife 
$ | | W 


n 


«« for the ſame perſon; if they have more, 
*« ſome others muſt * go without any.” This 
„ argument, 


* So muſt it be even upon the principle of monogamy; 
. for-if, according to theſe calculators, there be more males 
than females, it is not poſſible that every man can have a 
wife; ſome muſt go without. However, a departure ei- 
ther way from the original proportion of ene male and one 
Female, deſtroys all arguments which can be drawn from 
thence again eben ; for the precedent which this 
might otherwiſe have been, being departed from by the 
Creator himſelf, it of courſe ceaſes with reſpect to his 
creatures. Major Grant obſeryes, that a little exceſs on 
the fide of the males —** is to make up for the extraor- 
„ dinary expence thereof in war and at ſea” to which 
others have added, as a conſideration alſo, the labo- 
«© rious and dangerous employments in which men are 
engaged, and women are not.“ As for war—it is 
written — hence come wars and fightings among you ? 
Come they not hence, even of your lufts (doròr, the deſires 
after ſenſual gratifications) which war in your members ? 
Ye luſt and have not, ye kill and deſire to have, and cannot 
obtain, & c. James iv. 1, 2. So Plato in his Pheds, 5 10. 
Edit. Cantab. 1673, p. 88. xai yap To\$juus xat GTAOLS 
xa: paxas Nev arko 7 . n Togowpeae xa di ru ih- 
at» ** For nothing but the body E lufts (or evil de- 
l pet 2 wars, ſeditions, battles.” Can it be rea- 
ſonably ſuppoſed, that the Almighty, whoſe gracious com- 
mand 18—Thou halt love thy neighbour as thyſelf —is di- 
rected, in the proportion of males and females, by the moſt 
| horrid and fatal proofs which men are daily giving of 
their enmity to Him and each other! and that more men 
than women are born into the world on this account ? 
Theſe wars, together with the extenſion of commerce, 
and the calls of numberleſs artificial wants which luxury 
has introduced, certainly expoſe the lives of men to the 
dangers of the ſea. But who hath required this at their 
band: 2—Let an Heathen give the anſwer : Wo 


Nequicquam DRus ab ſcidit 
Prudens oceano di ſſociabili 
Terras, fi tamen impiæ Fo: 
Non tangenaa rates tranfiliunt vada. © 
. 4 A das 
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argument, plauſible as it may ſeem, wants 


one eſſential to ſlidity, which is truth. For 
ſaying 


Audax omnia perpeti | 
Gens humana ruit per vetitum nefas.. | 
Hon. 
Gop hath the realms of earth in vain 
Divided by th' unhabitable main, 
If ſhips profane, with fearleſs pride, 
Bound o'er th' inviolable tide. 
No laws, or human or divine, Ro: | 
Can the preſumptuous race of man confine, 
: | FRANCIS. 


Gop hath made man upright, but they have ſought out 

many inventions, ſaith Solomon, Eccl. vii. 29. To ima- 

ine that the providential diſpenſations of the ALL-WISE © 
8 are to * accommodated to theſe, or regulated by 
them, is ſurely too abſurd to bear an argument. 

As for *©© laborious employments, many of which are 
<* attended with danger, and which uſually fall to the 
<<. ſhare of the males, let as many of theſe be ſelected as 
can be deemed zeceſſary, and then, againſt them, let us ſet 
—the many diſeaſes to which females are peculiarly liable, 
and to which men are nat - let us add to theſe the peril of 
child-birth, and then, this laſt ſuppoſed reaſon for more 
males being born than females, will be as groundleſs as 
the two former. EY | 

I ſhould imagine, that no opinions whatſoever, how- 
ever falſe and abſurd, are without having reaſons given 
for them. Nor is it to be doubted, that a ey of 
would give as many reaſons for the ſun's going round the 
earth, as a Copernican- would for the earth's going round 


the 1 | 
Tue following queſtion is ſaid to have been once laid 
before a certain very learned body: Take a tub of water 
ö | weighing one ton weight—into which put a 2 of 
| thirty pounds weight ; Why will not the tub be heavier 
[| than before the fiſh was put into it? The fact being 
x taken for granted, produced many wiſe reaſons for it; 
but none were thought /o wiſe and adequate, as — Corpora 
0 non gravant in loco ſuo therefore the fiſh being in its place 
=. or proper element, loſt its power of adding any thing to 
the weight of the tub of water, At laſt, it was propoſed 
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ſaying which, I will, by way of juſtification, 
_ tranſcribe a few paragraphs from Dr. Foks- 
TER'S © Obſervations during a Voyage round 
e tbe World" —publiſhed 1778. This inge- 
nious author, who ſeems to be a moſt ſtre- 
nuous monogamiſt, after ſpeaking of Mono- 
% gamy dd in the iſles of the South 
Sea, very candidly ſays— But here I find 
«« myſelf obliged to confeſs, that I am not as 
yet perſuaded of the great and univerſal ar- 
«« gument for monogamy, viz. the equal pro- 
e portion of women to men; as, in my opinion, 
«« it is not clearly proved that this juſt pro- 
“ portion holds place in all countries and 
„ climates. On the contrary, I am of opi- 
4 nion, that the conſtitution of food and cli- 
mate, and the prevailing cuſtom of mar- 
«« rying many wives, have, by length of time, 
produced a conſiderable diſparity between 
„ the numbers of men and women; ſo that 
1c now, to one man, ſeveral women are born. 
* This obſervation is really, confirmed by. 
fact; for all the voyagers unanimouſly 
* agree, that among all the African nations 
« polygamy is cuſtomary; nor has any one 
** obſerved that there are men among theſe 
nations without wives, for every. one is 
“matched to one or more females.” Here he 
refers to Boſman's © Deſcription of the 
«5 coaſt of Guinea, who likewiſe,. ſays 


to weigh the tub, both with and without the fiſh ; when, 
to the confuſion of all their reaſonings, the matter ended 
as the reader may conceive. 1 | 
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= * - * « 
* _ 5 4 4 4 i & © A 2 — 


— 3 . — —„V—ͤ —e— ets — 


5 [ 164 ] 

the Doctor, cc expreſsly declares, that the 
&© number of women much exceeds that of 
„ the men.” —* When a polygamous nation 
lives in the neighbourhood of monogamous 
* nations, there is always a probability that 
«© the women neceſſary for ſo many men 
© who have more than one wife, are obtained 
« by ſtealth, force, or by commerce from the 
* neighbouring nations ; but in Africa, all 
ce the nations are polygamous ; every man is 
& married, and has more than one wife. He 
cannot procure theſe wives from the neigh- 
cc bouring tribes where the ſame cuſtom pre- „ 
« vails: it is therefore, in my opinion, a 
1% clear and ſettled point, that the women 
© born among theſe nations muſt be more 
© numerous than the males. 55 

« Though the coloniſts at the Cape of 
cc Good Hope are monogamous, I obſerved, in 
c the various families of the town and coun- 
« try, the number of * females to prevail.“ 
“ Tt has been obſerved ꝶ in Sweden, more 

= | « females 


* Kempfer, on numbering the people of Adeate, in the 
kingdom of Fapan, found the females to exceed the males 
in the following proportion: | . 

Females, 223,573 
41, 501 more females than males. 
Spirit of Laws, 41.1 p. N 

+ How far this obſervation may hold good in this king- 
dom I know not—but, being lately on an occaſional viſe 
to the vicar of a country villa 1 had the curioſity to 
look into the pariſh regiſter of births; I took ten years 

in the latter part of the laſt century, viz. n to 
. 
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4 females than males have been born during 
«« thelatterpart of this century—it is reported 
« in the kingdom of Bantam, even ten wo- 
men are born to ene man; and refers to 
Lord Kames's Hiſt. of Man, vol. i. 
* p. 176.” Monteſquieu, Spirit of Laws 
Eng. Tranſ. 4th edition, octavo vol. i, 
p- 374. mentions this“ I confeſs,” ſays he, 
* if what hiſtory tells us be true, that at 
« Bantam there are ten women to one man, 
« this muſt be a caſe peculiarly favourable to 
* polygamy 

From 211 this it appears to me, that, un- 
leſs we can find that Gop delivered to Moſes 
as many different laws to govern the actions 
of His reaſonable creatures, as there are 
different parts of the globe inhabited by 
them, ſo as that there is one law for the in- 
habitants of Aja and Africa, and another for 
thoſe of Europe, this ſort of arguments, drawn 
from the outward appearances of things in 
different parts of the world, proves nog 
on either ſide of the queſtion, but the ee 
ing ignorance of mankind as touching the 
acts and diſpenſations of that IN TIN ITELY 
wisE BEING, whoſe judgments are unſearch- 
able, and His ways paſt finding our 4 Rom. 
xi. 33. 
The beſt and faireſt, and indeed the only 
way to ad at the truth, qn this as on hd 


1679, 3 bad there appeared to haye been beria 
that ſpace 19 more males than females: .. p 
In the ſpace between 1770 to 17 ASS 


number of females born exceeded that e males by 27. 
other 


E 

other occaſion where religion is concerned, 
is to lay afide prejudice, from whatever quar- 
ter it may be derived, and to let the Bible 
ſpeak for itſelf. Then we ſhall ſee that po- 
Hgamy, notwithſtanding the ſeventh com- 
mandment, was allowed by Gop Himſelf, 
who, however others might miſtake it, muſt 
infallibly know His own mind, be perfectly 
acquainted with His own will, and tho- 
roughly underſtand His own law. If He did 

not intend to allow polygamy, but to prevent 

or condemn it, either by the 3 com- 


mandment, or by ſome other law, how is it 
poſſible that He ſhould make laws for its 


regulation, any more than He ſhould make 
laws for the regulation of adultery, theft, or 


murder? How is it conceivable that He 
ſhould give the leaſt countenance to it, or ſo 
expreſs His approbation of it, as even to work 
miracles in ſupport of it ? For the making a 
woman fruitful who was naturally barren, 
muſt have been the effect of * ſupernatural - 
power.—He Seed, and in a diſtinguiſhed 

manner owned the iſſue—and declared it le- 
gitimate to all intents and purpoſes, If this 
be not allowance, what is? As to the firſt, 
namely, his making laws for the regulation of 
polygamy, let us conſider what is written, 


Exod. xxi. 10. If be fi. e. the huſband) zake 


Bim another wife (not—in ſo doing he ſing 
againſt the ſeventh commandment, recorded 


a keep 
in 


* Pf, exiii. 9. He maketh the barren woman 


+ 4 * bl 


heuſe, and to be a joyſul mother of children. , © 
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in the preceding 1 Ber food, Ber 
raiment i. e. of the firſt wife) and her duty of 
marriage, he ſhall not diminiſþÞ—yyp x85—he 
ſhall not ſubtract or withold, e cee, LXX. 
Compare 1 Cor. vii. 5. Here Gop poſitively 
forbids a neglect, much more the divorcing, or 


putting away the firſt wife, but charges no fin 


on taking the ſecond. 
2dly. When Jacob married Rachel ſhe was 


barren, and ſo continued for many years; but 
Gop did not leave this as a puniſhment upon 
her for marrying a man who had another wife. 
It is ſaid, Gen. xxx. 22. that Gop remembered 
Rachel, and Gon hearkened unto her and open- 
ed ber womb—and ſhe conceived and bare a fon 


—and ſaid, Gop hath taken away my reproach. 


Surely this paſſage of ſcripture ought to af- 
ford a complete anſwer to thoſe who bring 
the words of the marriage-bond, as cited by 
CHRIST, Matth. xix.. They twain ſhall be one 
© feſh, to prove polygamy ſinful ; and ſhould lead 
us to conſtrue them, as by this inſtance, and 
many others, the LawcGiveR Himſelf ap- 
pears to have done; that is to ſay, where a 
woman, not betrothed to another man, unites 
herſelf in perſonal knowledge with the man of 


her choice, let that man's ftuation be what it 


may bey twain ſhall be one fleſh. How ather- 
wiſe do = — a _ as Rachel, 
united to Jacob, who had a wife then living, 
praying to Gop for a bleſſing on her inter- 
courſe with Jacob, and Gop hearkening unto 
her, opening her womb, removing her barren- 


neſs, and thus, by miracle, taking away her 


reproach ? 


+ 


— 
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reproach ? We alſo find the offspring Iegitt-= 
mate, and inheritors of the land of Canaan; 
a plain proof that Fo/zpb and Benjamin were 
no baſtards, or born out of lawful marriage. 
See a like palpable inſtance of Gop's miracu- 
lous blefling on polygamy in the caſe of Han- 
nah, 1 Sam. i. and ii.— Theſe inſtances ſerve 
alſo to prove, that, in Gop's account, the 
fecond marriage is juſt as valid as the f, and 
as obligatory, and that our making it 4%. ſo, 
is contradictory to the divine wiſdom. » 
zZdly. Gor bleſſed and owned the iflue. 
How eminently this was the caſe with regard. 
to Joſeph, ſee Gen. xlix. 22—26; to Samuel, 
ſee I Sam. iii. 19. It was expreſsly command. 
ed, that a baftard, or ſon of a woman who was 
with child by * «whoredom, ſhould not enter in- 
to the congregation of the LoRD, even to bis 
tenth generation. Deut. xxiii. 2. But we find 
Samuel, the offspring of + polygamy, miniſ- 
tring to the Lok o in the tabernacle at Sh!ilab, 
even in his very childbood, cloathed with a linen 
ephod before ELI the prieſt. See this whole 
hiſtory, . 1 Sam. i. and ii. Who then can 
doubt of Samuels legitimacy, conſequently _ 
of God's a/{owance of, and bleſſing on poly- 
gamy ? If ſuch ſecond marriage was in God's 
account null and void, as a ſin againſt the 
original law of marriage, the ſeventh com- 
mandment, or any other law of Gop, no 
mark of {egit:macy could have been found on 


* x Topyne. LXX. 1 
+ See Appendix, Ne 1. vol. ii. 


the 
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the iſſue; for a null and void marriage is tan- 
tamount to 20 marriage at all; and if no 
marriage, no legitimacy of the iſſue can poſ- 
ſibly be. Inſtead of ſuch a bleſſing as Han- 
nab obtained, we ſhould have found her and 
her huſband E/tanah charged with adultery, 
dragged forth and floned to death; for fo was 
adultery to be puniſhed. All this furniſhes 
us with a conclufive proof, that the having 
more than one wife with which a man coha- 
bited, was not adultery in the fight of Gop; 
or, in other words, that it never was reckon- 
ed by Him any ſin againſt the /zventh com- 
mandment, the original marriage-inſtitution, or 
any other Jaw whatſoever. e 

4thly. But there is a paſſage (Deut. xxi. 
15.) which is expreſs * to the point, and 
amounts to a demonſtration of Gop's allow- 
ance of polygamy. If there be to à man "v9 
P<M—Two wives—(Compare Gen. iv. 19. 
1 Sam. i. 2. XXX. 5.)—the ONE BELOVED, 
and the oNE HATED, and they have borne bim 
children, both the BELOVED and the Ba TED— 
and if the firſi-born be to the HATED, then it ſhall 
be, when he maketh bis ſons to inherit that which be 
hath, that be may not make the ſon of the beloved 
firft-born before the fon of the hated, which is 
indeed the firſt-born, by giving bim a double por- 
tion of all that be Bath; far he ts the beginning 
75 bis ftrength, and the right of the firſt=born 14 


* Herein is a law, tacitly implied at leaſt, for a inan 
<< to have two wives.” Ant. Univ. Hiſt. vol. iii. p. 


On 


141. 


ny abſolutely t 
 —yet, in a note, endeavours to get rid of its 


1 40 
On the footing of this law, the marriage of 
both women is equally /awful, Gop calls them 
both wives (for ſo the word O23 muſt be ren- 
dered in this place, as the context ſhews 
plainly) and He can't be miſtaken, if He calls 
them ſo they certainly were ſo. If the ſecond 
wife bore the firſt ſon, that ſon was to inhe- 
rit before a ſon born afterwards of the * firſt 
wife. Here the iſſue is expreſsly deemed Je- 
gitimate, and inheritable to the double portion 
of the fir/t-born ; which could not be, if the 


ſecond marriage were not deemed as lawful 


6 


and valid as the firfl, 
The viſdam of this world, as at preſent con- 
ſtituted, would ſay the man was an adulterer 
—the ſecond wife an adultereſi—our law would 
make the man a felon—our eccigfiaſtical courts 
would pronounce the ſecond marriage null and 
void—the iſſue would be baftardized—and our 
devout people would lift up their hands and 
eyes, and deem the whole a monſtrous piece 
of wickedneſs! Which view of the matter. 


is moſt agreeable to the mind and will of 


Gop, mult be left to the judicious reader to 
determine, e 
Dean Heng. who cannot venture to de- 
at this text relates to polygamy 


evidence, by ſaying, that this one expreſ- 
* ſion — her that was hated—ſee our tranſla- 


tion makes this law appear rather to be un- 


This could not happen where there were #100 wives 


in ſucceſſhon. | : 
cc derſtood 


1 


« derſtood of the children of two ſucceſſive 
« wives. —But the Hebrew runs thus—Tm1 
nx82v9 1527 fan—andrhe firft-born ſon betothe 
hated—ſo that the ſtreſs laid on the words of 
our tranſlation, Ber q that was hated, is good for 
nothing. See Reflections on Poy amy, p. 56. 
The learned Dr. Rutherforth has alſo taken 
no ſmall pains, to get rid of the concluſive evi- 
dence of this text in favour of the divine al- 
lowance of polygamy. That learned profeſſor, 
in his lectures which he red at Cambridge, on 
Grotius de Fure, found this text, in the plain 
and obvious meaning of the Hebrew, by no 
means conformable to the poſi tion which he 
had laid down, that polygamy was contrary to 
the /aw of nature; he therefore is for ſuppo- _ 
ſing the wo wives to have been in ſucceſſion, 
and that the fr /ff-born was the ſon of the fir 
die. See Inſtitutes of Natural Law, b. i. c. 15. 
But it is very extraordinary, if this were 
the caſe, that it ſhould not be ſo expreſſed. 
This is a point of too much conſequence, to 
be eſtabliſhed on words, which do not carry 
that meaning, and no other, on the face of 
them: ſo far from it, the only terms uſed in 
the deſcription of the women are — The one 
©. beloved—and the one hated,” —who can ſay 


which was which ?—conſequently, preſume/to 


determine, of wh:ch wife the fir/ſi=born was, in 
point of time? BILE 

Dr. Rutherforth, as well as Dr. Delaney, 
in his treatment of all ſeriptures which op- 
poſe his /aw gf nature ſcheme, puts one in 


mind of Kolben's account of the Rhinoceros — 
TT «c. "Ts 


„ 


This creature, in order to get at his prey, 

* marches towards it in a right line, tearing 

„ his way very. furiouſly through all o po- 

4 fition of trees and buſhes. 'When he is 

upon the march, he is heard at a great diſ- 

41 tance, forcing his way throught thick buſhes, 
and ſnapping of trees.” 

As for Gratius and Puffendorf, they both 
allow that the Jewiſb law permitted polygamy, 
as they both declare; and both mention this 
text as one proof of it. See Grot. de Jure, lib. 
ii. c. 5. Fg. Marg. Paffend. lib. vi. c. 1. 
§ 16.— The like may be ſaid of the great Mr. 
Selen, Biſhop Patrick, and every other learned 
commentator, who had not a very intereſting 
reaſon for imitating Peter Kolben 1  Rhmaceros 
above-mentioned. 

One particular occafion of this, law ſeems 
to have been, what had happened in the caſe 
of Leah and Rachel, Jacobs BW) \NW—two 
wives the one beloved and the one hated.—Sec 

Gen. Xxix. 30, 31. Reuben was the firfli-born 
of Leab— Jaſeph of Rachel. Jacob dilinhe- 
rited the fon of the hated, and gave the right of 
tbe firſt-born to the ſon of the beloved—but © 

|| this was not a mere act of caprice, and undue 
1 preference, againſt the law of inheritance, up- 
1 on account of Jacob's partiality to Rachel; 
but an act of juſtice, on account of Reuben's 
Ih crime, who had gone up to hir father's couch, 
= and defiled his concubine Bilbab.— He there-' 
th fore diſinherited him, as a puniſhment, and 
[ the bir ge thus became Jeſepht s, who 


was 


113 1 ; 


was the firfi-born of Jacob by Rachel, See 
1 7277 
As this might have been made a precedent 
among the polygamous Feus, and what had 
been an act of juſtice in Jacob, made uſe of to 
juſtify an indulgence of undue partiality for 
one wife before another, to the diſheriſon of 
the fir /f-born, and to the overturning the ſa- 
- cred rights he was inveſted with, as a Zype or 
figure of Him that was fo come—who, as the 
great antitype, is fyled, the firſi-born of every 
* creature.” Col. i. 15.—therefore this lay. 
feems to have been made, and ſtands as an 
irrefragable proof of the lawfulneſs of poly- 

; becauſe it ſtands as a proof, not only 
of the a/howed ptactice of it, but of the Agiti- 
macy of the iſue in the ſight of Gop; which 
is evinced to demonſtration in the above caſe 
of Joſeph, who could not have inherited the 
7 5 of the firft-born, on any other prin- 
ciple. | wy 

* was the next ſon of Leab, but could 
not take the inheritance, not being the f- 
born of his mother but TFoſeph was, and 
therefore, as the only /eg1timate heir, took the 
birth-right, on the diſberiſon of Reuben the 
firſt-born of Leah. Des 

But farther. To fay that polygamy is finful 

(for if it ever was it certainly 16, and if ever 
it was not it certainly ic not, unleſs ſome po- 
ſitive law hath made an alteration, or unleſs 
good and evil change their nature by length 
of time, like the faſhion of our cloaths) is to 

I make 


1 uns 3 


make Gop the author of /in ; for & not to for- 


bid that which is evil, but even to coun- 
tenance and promote it, and this uniformly 
for ages together, is being ſo far the author 
of it, and acceſſary to it in the higheſt degree. 
And ſhall we dare to ſay, or even to fhinł, 
that this is chargeable on Him who zs. of 
wor eyes than to behold evil, and who cannot 
o0k on intquity ? Hab. i. 13. Gop forbid! 
When Hx is upbraiding DAvip, by the 
me Nathan, foe his ingratitude towards 
is Almighty benefaftor, (2 Sam. xii.) He 
does it in the following terms: ver. 8. I 


GAVE | THEE thy maſter s houſe, and thy 


MASTER S. 


N * b. vi. c. 1. § 16. obſerves, that the Mo- 
« fſaical law was ſo far from forbidding this cuftom, that 
« it ſeems in ſeveral places to ſuppoſe it;“ and refers to 
Deut. xxi. 15. xvii. 16, 17. and 2 Sam. xii. S. 
When Eſau met Jacob with his wives and children, 
he aſked—who are thoſe with thee ? and Jacob ſaid—The 
children which Gon hath GR ActousLy GIVEN thy ſervant. 
Gen. xxxiii. 5. Now, can we ſuppoſe that Gop's gra- 
cious gifts are peculiarly beſtowed on acts of rebellion 
againſt His poſitive laws? Yet we muſt either ſuppoſe 
this, or that Jacob's polygamy was no tranſgreſſion of the 
law.—See Gen. xxx. 16, 17, 18, another remarkable 
inſtance of Gop's ſpecial bleſſing on polygamy. | 
The mention of Eſau reminds me of a remarkable 
part of his hiſtory. He took two wives, both Fittites, 
idolatreſſes — which were a grief of mind unto Iſaac, and to 
Rebekah. Gen. xxvi. 34, 35- But whence aroſe this 
grief of mind in E/au's parents? Not on account of his 
polygamy, but becauſe he had married heathen women, as 
is clear from xxvii. 46: therefore Jacob is ſent to Padan- 
Aram, that he might not take a wife of the daughters of 
Canaan, but of his mother's family; and when Eſau ſaw _ 


that the daughters of Canaan pleaſed not Iſaac his father, he 
; | So went 
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MASTER'S WIVES INTO THY BOSOM, and [ 
ave thee the houſe of ISRAEL and JuDAn, and 
F that had been too little, I would moreover baue 


given thee ſuch and ſuch things. 


Can we ſuppoſe Gop giving more wives than 


4 


ene into DAvip's 3% m, who already had 
more than one, if it was in in David to take 
them? Can we imagine that Gop ſhould 
thus tranſgreſs (as it were) His own com- 
mandment in one inſtance, and yet ſo ſevero- 
ly reprove and chaſtiſe DAvip for breaking it 
in another ? Is it not rather plain, from the 


whole tranſaction, that David committed 


- 


went and took a wife of the daughters of Iſhmael, unto the 
wives which he had—but we hear of no lamentation of 
Iſaac and Rebekah, over this freſh act of polygamy. As for 
acob, we read of his return out of Syria with no leſs 
than er wives—that when he came to Mahanaim, and 

heard of Eſau's approach, he roſe up that night, and took 
his two wives, and his two women-ſervants (called alſo his 
ives—See Gen. xxx. 4, 9. and his eleven ſons, and paſſed 
over the brook Fabbock. Gen. xxxii. 22. And er was 


left alone, and there wreſiled a man with him, &c 
man is called c ] ver. 30. Gon; in Hoſ. xii. 4. 
an angel; and ver. 5. the Lord God of Hoſts —which, 


This 
MID 


all 


% 


put together, ſhews us, that. it was not a mere man, nor 
created angel, but mT TD the angel IIMHOVAH— the 
meſſenger of the covenant, Mal. iii. 1. who appeared often 
in 2 form under the Old Teſtament, in token of 
His future incarnation under the New Teſtament, even the 
man, the GoD-man CHRIS JEsUus He who is repreſented 


commentators as ranking polygamy. with adultery, Matt. 
A towards Jacob 4 Doth 


xix. 9. But what was his condu 


He reprove Him for the fin of polygamy, in which he was 
. No — He ſaid, Thy name Hall no more. be called 
2 » but Iſrael; for as a prince haſt thou power with 
OD and with men, and haſt prevailed—and he BLESSED 


him there, Comp. Deut. xxvii. 26. and Gal. iii. 10. 


Jn mortal. 


\ 
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mortal fin in taking another Iivuing man's wiſe, 
but none in taking the widows of the deceaſed 
Saur? that therefore, though the law of 
God condemned the firft, yet it did not cons 
demn the /econd ? 

This paſſage of 2 Sam. xii. 8. is fo _—_ 
five a proof of Gop's allowance of polygamy, 
that writers on the other fide of the queſtion 
have not been able to get rid of it, but by a 
downright corruption of the text. Inſtead 
of the plain, obvious, and literal meaning of 
the word pn - which ſignifies the * breaſt 
« or boſom, from the throat to. the pit of the 

* fomach,” have conſtrued it into power, and 
would tell us that Gop gave Saur's wives 
« into DAvip's pcwer, as a Jpoereign, not in- 
«© to his boſom as an buſband. 

** Take this expreſſion in its ſtrongeſt and 
* moſt ſtrict ſenſe” (ſays the late reverend 
and learned * Dean Delaney, in a book called 
Reflections on Polygamy,” printed at Lon- 
don, 1737, under the name of PhileJeutherus 
Dublinienſis) © as where Sarai tells Abram 
« that ſhe had given her maid into bis boſom 
(Gen. xvi. 5.) what more can be meant b 
« jt, than that ſhe gave her into his power 2 
We have but to look at the whole context of 


* This Reverend gentleman is ſo candid as to tell us, 
* that he has ventured to differ from all the commen- 

“c tators he ever met with, in the ſenſe of every tert re- 

“ lating to this point, —i. e. of David's polygamy, —So 
that, by his own confeſſion, he ſtands alone, in his inter- 
pretation of every text upon the ſubject. See Ret ections 


on Fu. p· 3» WOE 
a q 


1 
that paſſage, and this learned man's queſtion 
receives a full and explicit anſwer, and his 
whole argument an abſolute refutation. Gen. 
xvi. 1. &c. Now SARAI, ABRAM's zie, bare 
him no children, and ſhe bad an handmaid, an 
ÆGYPTIAN, whoſe name was HAGAR ; and 
SARAL aid unto ABRAM, Behold ngw. the 
Lorp hath refiramed me from bearing, I pray 
thee Go } IN UNTO MY MAID, t may be that 
T may OBTAIN CHILDREN BY HER. And 
ABRAM Hearkened unto the voice of SARA1: 


and SARA1, ABRAM'S wife, took HAGAR ber 


maid, the Egyptian, and gave her to ABRAM 
to be HIS WIFE (MN?) and HE-WENT IN 
unTo HAGAR, and ſhe conceived; and when ſhe 
aw that ſhe had conceived, her miſtreſs was 
deſpiſed in her eyes : and SARAI1 ſaid unto 
ABRAM, My wrong be upon thee; I HAVE 
GIVEN MY MAID INTO THY BO8OM, and 
when ſhe ſaw that ſhe had conceived, I was de- 
ſpiſed in ber eyes; the LoRD judge between me 


t The ſequel of this chapter ſeems to afford, to every 
candid mind, a very concluſive proof, that this propoſal 
of polygamy to Abram by his wife Sarai, was not nfo, 
neither Abram's complying with it in the leaſt difpleafing 
to Gop; for on Hagar's departure from Sarai, on ac- 
count of hard uſage, ver. 6. the angel of the LoxD recom- 
mends it to her to return, and promiſes to multiply her ſeed 
exceedingly, that it ſhould not be numbered for multitude — 
tells her ſhe ſhould bear a ſon H — which promiſe was ful- 
filled, ver. 15. Now, for all this to happen, in ſupport of, 
and as a blefling upon, a-; lygamous marriage, if ſuc 

marriages were 9 , and of courſe abominable in the eyes 
of God, is, I freely own, paſt every notion which I have 
conceived of the ſcripture- eburacter of the holy God of 
Jfrael, See Gen. xvii. 20. | COTS 


I 3 and 
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and thee, This ſcripture is too plain to need 
any comment. I will therefore, after ob- 
ſerving that p'1 no more ſignifies 
than it ſignifies an horſe, only add, that if 
SAUL's wives had not been given into Da- 
v1D's boſom, in the plain and“ uſual ſenſe of 
that expreſſion, the circumſtance itſelf could 
not have afforded that ſtriking aggravation, 
ſo beautifully intimated in Nazhan's parable, 
of the rich man's ſparing to take of bis own 
flock, and his own herd, to areſs for the way- 
faring man that was come unto ws but taking 
the poor man's lamb, &c. 

The learned Dean, as well as ſome other 
commentators on this famous paſſage, go ſtill 
farther, and tell us, Davip could not enjoy 

; theſe widows of SAUL as wives, becanſe in 
Te ſo doing he would have committed inc., 

'* they being mothers-mm-/aw to Micnar, 

| SauL's daughter, who was David's wife. 

| But where is ſuch an union forbidden? I have 

11 carefully examined the degrees of affinity and 

\ i con ſanguinity wherein marriage is forbidden, 

15 and do find a man muſt not marry his own _ 

"al mother-in-law, (Lev. xviii. 8.) but as to his 

1 wife's mother-in-law, there is not a trace of 

- ſuch an impediment. As for MichAx's own 

1 mother, ſhe, if living, muſt be put out of the 

| queſtion. . See Lev. xviii, 17. 

UK Theſe things being conſidered, the obſer- 

1 vations of ſuch commentators evaporate into 


al Deut. xiii. 6. JPN NUR—uxor Anus tui. Mont, 
i il | The wife 4 thy boſom. | 
il\ OY juſt 


1 
juſt what NATHAN's parable and remon- 
ſtrance muſt do, ſuppoſing ſuch criticiſms to 


be true; that is to ſay, into—nothing at all. 


David's ingratitude to Gop, and to his 
* woRTHY URIAH—were not ſo marked by 
NATHAN, becauſe Davip had a number of 
women whom he could not enjoy ; but be- 
cauſe he might have enjoyed them whenever 
he pleaſed : therefore his taking URtan's 
wife was the more inexcuſable, and his re- 
bellious ingratitude againſt Gop, who gave 
him ſo many women into his boſom, the more 
aggravated. | | ; 
Theſe truths have not failed univerſally in 
their influence, but have forced themſelves 
into the conſciences of ſome ; who, not be- 
ing able to reſiſt their conviction, have con- 


feſſed that . Polygamy was allowed of God to 


þ 


«« the Jews, but yet it is + forbidden to Chriſ- 


c tians'—which is juſt as true as if it was 


ſaid, that the people under the Old Tef- 


„ tament were men and women, but Chriſ- 
* tans are not; for to ſuppoſe that the 


human. 


. 2 Sam, xxiii. 39. N 4 
+ Polygamy is prohibited among 9 but was 
allowed, by Divine appointment, among the Jetus. Cham- 
bers, Tit. Polygamy. i 
1 Or to ſay with ſome of the antient fathers, who were 
wiſer than the ſcriptures, that the creſcite & multiplica- 
mini of the Old Teſtament has nothing to ds with 
Chriſtians under the New Teftament—Quia hodie, re- 
pleto mundo, non tam neceſſarium quam olim; and 
again — hoc dictum pertinere ad tempora ante Chriſtum, 
non ad nos qui alio vivimus ævo-mundum jam non 
deſiderare illud creſcite & multiplicamini. The com- 
55 | I 4 e « mand 
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human ſpeties is changed, is not more abſurd, 
than to ſuppoſe a change either of the origi- 
nal deſign of God in the inſtitution of mar- 
riage, or of the ſenſe and meaning of the /e- 
venth commandment, as forbidding or con- 
demning that now, which was not forbidden 
or condemned, either by the one or the other, 
for ſo many ages before. As for the poſitive . 
law of. the ſeventh commandment, it is at- 
tended with ſuch, pains and penalties in the 
breach of it, that it is impoſſible but that 
ſome inſtance of Gop's diſapprobation of po- 
lygamy muſt have been met with, had that 
been within the meaning of it ; otherwiſe the 
abſurdity muſt follow, of ſuppoſing a ſuſpen- 
ſion of this law for 1500 years after it was 
ordained of Gop, delivered to Moſes, and b 
him to the people at Mount Sinai and all 
this for the indulgence of mortal fin in one 
ſex, while it was puniſhed with death in the 
other. e 

In the firſt place, I would obſerve in ge- 

neral, that polygamy, in its proper ſenſe, as 
15 practiſed under the Old Teſtament by the 
14 people of Gop ; that is, the taking two wives 

6 together at once, or one to another, and coba- 
=_ biting with both, is not ſo much as * men- 


. 6 mand - Be fruitful and multiply, &c. is not neceſſary, 
1 | $ as once it was, becauſe the world is filled with peo- 
1 . % ple, —That belonged: to the times before CHRIST, 
1 not to us who live in another age the world now 
| By te wants not that Increaſe and multiply.” * 


| i | * Unleſs incidentally, 1 Tim. iii. 2. 1 Tit. i. 6. 
1 where nothing is ſaid, either good or bad, as to the mat- 
| | ter itſelf in general. : ; | 


tioned 
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tioned any where, that I can find, from the 

i chapter of Saint Matthew to the /aff of 
the Revelation of Saint Fohn, incluſive: there- 
fore it cannot be ſaid to be * condemned.” 
The famous pailage in Matt. xix. which has 
been already conſidered, and will. be more 
fully hereafter, certainly relates to I divorce, 
and, properly ſpeaking, not to polygamy ; for 
this, ſimply conſidered, does not come in 
queſtion, The pcople there, ſo far from in- 
tending polygamy, meant nothing leſs, for 
they meant to have but one wife at 4 tine; 
elſe why were they for divorcing one, in or- 
der to take I another ? Their fin was this, 
not the taking and cobabiting with more than 
one at a time. They imagined themſelves to- 
rally free from the firſt, before they married 
the ſecond. > 27 ie 
The New Teſtament was not to introduce 
a new law concerning this, nor any thing elſe. 
Nothing is to be found there which was not 
in the Old Teſtament, only as to the manner ; 
the matter is one and the fame. Otherwilſe, 
how could Paul derive any ſtrength to his ar- 
gument, Gal. iii. 10. by citing; the ſanction 


Judge Black/one ſays, very gravely—Commt. vol. I. 
p. 436.— Polygamy is condemned by the law of the 
6 New Teftament.” 5 

+ So our tranſlators undoubtedly thought; for in hb 
ſummary of the contents printed at the head of the 
chapter, they only ſay —*<* — anſwereth the Pha- 
riſees concerning diuorcement. ver. 3—10. 86 
Mark x. 4. Touching divorcement.” | 898 80 
t Here the word dAAnv, Matt. xix. q. is ſuppoſed to 
ſignify another (i. e. any other woman) according to our 
tranſlation. But that this may not be the d of it, 
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commandment, which He is explaining. 


nn} 

of the old law, to prove the neceſlity of a. 
vation by grace? If the law be in a ſingle in- 
ſtance altered, or changed in one fingle point, 
how can it be ſaid by an inſpired apeſtle of 
CHuRisT—Curſed is every one that continueth 
not in ALL THINGS which are written in the 
book of the law to do them ?—which, as it 
never had, ſo it never can have but one ſenſe 
and meaning; and our Lox D ſhews, that it 
not only condemned the act, but the very 
thought of adultery. Did it only begin to do 
this, when CHRIST ſaid, hoſoever looꝶbeth upon 
4 woman to luſt after ber, hath already commit - 
ted adultery with her in his heart *? Matt. v. 28. 
(but then this muſt mean ſuch a woman ＋ as 
| adultery 

Per ꝓuralxa autem intelligitur uxor alterius. B | 
ce the. word yuraire—woman—the wife of another is 
% underſtood. 2 Sam. xi. 2, 3, 4. Job xxxi. I; 7. 
Prov. vi. 27. Ecclus ix. 7, 8, 9. xxvi. 9. Suſan, 
«© viii. 9, 32.“ See Wetſt. on Matt. v. 28. 

+ The word yvvn—like the Hebrew TIN —is certain- 
ly a general term, and ſignifies @ woman, as diſtinguiſhed. 
from a man; and in this ſenſe it is uſed Matt. xiv. 21. 
As v. 14. & al. freq. | „ 
But this cannot be the ſenſe of it here; for if it be 
ſinful to [ook with defire on any woman whatſoever, then 
it would be ſinful for a man to deſire his own wife, to 
whom he is actually married, or a virgin to whom he is 
contracted ; and this would lead us into all the abſurdi- 
ties of the antient miſagamiſis, who held marriage itſelf 
to be ſinful. EY | | 
In this place, therefore, it certainly means a woman 
conſidered as related to a man; and that, whether be= 


trathed or eſpouſed only (See Matt. i. 20, 24. Luke ii. 5.) 


or that hath cohabited with her huſband, (Luke i. 5, 
13; 18.) for with no other can adultery be committed; 
and it is very evident that our Sauiour's diſcourſe is on 
that en as forbidden and condemned by the ſeventh 


* 


Toy 


E 

ltery could be committed with, ſuppoſing 
the thought brought forth into a}. And does 
not the Old Teſtament ſay the ſame thing? 
What 


Turn in the New Teſtament, like m alſo in the Old 
Teſtament, is the term made uſe of to denote a marriea 
woman—Wwhen others are deſigned, we meet with xopz0 oy, 
a damſel, Fr. damoiſelle—wapbsvos, a virgin — Xupa, a wi- 
dow—but I believe it would be difficult to find a ſingle 
paſſage in the New Teſtament, where yu is uſed neceſ- 
ſarily to denote an unmarried woman. jpejputpiras n tyurl 
x) 8 Tepbives, 1 Cor. vii. 34. Afterwards the æpberog is 
called eyepes—the yurn, Yaunoaca. 

For want of ſuch diſtinction, ſome commentators, by 
letting their own imaginations looſe, have filled thoſe of 
many readers with matter of ſore diſtreſs and bondage of 
conſcience, as if the deſire after any female whatſoever, 
came within what they call the ſpiritual import of the ſe- 
venth commandment. 2 | 

I once knew a gentleman, who often aſſured me, that 
he never approached his own wife, without finding a fe 1 
cret uneaſineſs in his mind, leſt he was doing wrong. 
He was a great admirer of what are called ſpiritual expo- 

 ſitors. Theſe are, too often, a ſpecies of commentators, ' 
who, negleRing the ſcriptural ſenſe and meaning of the 
original, wander into every conceit which a warm, or 
perhaps a wild imagination may ſuggeſt, from the ſound. 
of words in a tranſlation. Some — Rt of this have 
been giyen in this work, and as many more might be 
given, as would furniſh ample materials for a work by 
itſelf. | 1 Kel 
N. B. Let every man be ſure he underſtands the ori- 
ginal letter before he preſumes to deſcant upon the ſpirit 
of it; or he will bewilder himſelf and his readers; and 
what is worſe, be ſetting forth many things as the word 
of Gon, which are not ſo. | = 

Such people there always were, —Among the heathen — 

Democritus oculos fibi eruit, quid mulieres fine concupiſcentia 
aſpicere non poſſit. Sed nhl aliud fecit, quam quod fatuita- 
tem ſuam urbi mani feſtam fecit. Tertull. in Apologet.— 
„ Democritus plucked out his eyes, becauſe he could not 
ce behold women without concupiſcence. But he did 
nothing elſe than exyoſe his folly to the city.“ 

| RE | | ' Among 


1124] 
What elſe is the meaning of the Zenth con 
mandment, which ſays, Thou ſhalt not a, 
thy neighhour's wie? or of Prov. xxiv. * 
Among the Jews, we read of a ſect of Phariſees, who were 
called Talpæ or Moles, becauſe they walked about with 
their eyes ſhut or blindfolded, leſt they ſhould behold a 
woman; and, ſays my author — ſæpe in wo 
& ſanguis profuſus fuerit They often got bloody noſes 
« by running againſt walls.” See Chriſtoph. Gerſon, 
in Talmud. P» 24 | 8 
We are told of a 7 called Alphonſus Rodirius, who, 
though he ſerved at the maſs 44 years, and had given ab- 
ſolution to thouſands, had never beheld the face of a vo- 
man in all that time. Geneal. Mar. 31 Oct. p. 577. 
Another was ſo pious, and ſo avoided the ſight of all 
women, that he would not even ſee his tun mother. Ib. 
To what does this amount? - A deluſion of the Devil 
an arraignment of the wiſdom and holineſs of the CREA - 
TOR in our formation, by condemning as evil, thoſe a 
petites, which He hath implanted in our nature, for the 
purpoſe of incitement to marriage, and, of courſe, to the 
continuance of the human ſpecies. To avoid ſuch er- 
rors, one ſafe rule _ be laid down, viz: That no deſire 
is, or can be unlawful, but where the object of it is un- 
Iawful for us to poſſeſs. Let us keep to this, and then 
we ſhall not be whittling away the ſtrong, noble, manly 
ſenſe of ſcripture, into the ridiculous whims and fancies 
of viſionaries and enthuſiaſts. | 
Notwithſtanding the length of this note, I cannot help _ 
taking notice of-a text, which is ſuppoſed to be the 
ground of the Talpæan auſterity above-mentioned, and 
which is as likely to be abuſed to the purpoſes of ſelf- 
righteouſneſs, as that of Matt. v. 28. It is that of Fob 
xxxi. I. I made a covenant with mine eyes, why then ſhould 
I think upon a maid ? Fob is aſſerting his integrity with 
reſpe& to many circumſtances of his life and converſa- 
tion, and among the reft, with regard to fleſhly inconti- 
nence ; and this chapter begins with have made a co- 
venant with mine eyes. h MANN - Et quid 
conſiderabo in virgine. Mont. Our tranſlation is near 
enough the original, to give us the ſenſe of it; however, 
that Tal muſt be interpreted according to the analogy of 
the divine law, and not according to the mere ſound of 
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The a 0 bt of fookſbneſs. is in? The word 
Nor which we tranſlate the thought, ſignifies 


the words; for Fob (ver. 2, 3.) ſhews us, that he means 
to expreſs a very grievous offence, ſuch as excludes 
from all portion of GoD, and inheritance in the hingdom of 
heaven (Comp. 1 Cor. vi. 9.) and which bringeth da- 
Aruction on workers of ſuch iniquity. This is ſufficient to 
make it impoſſible that Fob can ſpeak the truth, if no- 
thing more is meant than is literally expreſſed. In the : 
frſt place, Feb bad made no ſuch covenant, & c. as 10 to 
think on a maid, for he had married one. Secondly, this 
can be no fin, ſimply conſidered in itſelf; for if ſo, men 
muſt.plunge 'into fin, or there muſt be an end of t 
world; which but il] agrees with—1ncREaAsE and mu- 
e Kc. hrs: N 12 
ome have therefore conſtrued this to mean, that 7 
was content with one wife, and verged not towards con- 
cubinage or polygamy. Neither of theſe were forbidden or 
condemned by the lat, but, as has been ſhewn at large, 
raiſed openly by the greateſt /aints, and allowed and 
bleſſed of Gop; therefore cannot anſwer to ver. 2, 35 
For which reaſons this text is very difficult to inter- 
pret — to the analogy of faith, unleſs the word 
: g—721d, or virgin—be taken here, for what it cer- 
tainly imports elſewhere, M 0 N -virge eite! 
—a betrothed or eſpouſed virgin, who ſtill was calle 
TIN. See Joel i. 8. and perhaps Jer. ii. 32. bay: 
If. Ixi. 10. latter part. See Deut. xxii. 23, 24, 25. 
That Fob ſhould not ſuffer himſelf to thjnk an (i. e, ſo 
as to defrre) ſuch a one, is of a piece with what he ſays, 
ver. 9, 10, 11, 12 ; for ſuch a one was, in the eye of the 
law, another man's wife. Deut. xxii. 23, 24. 80 that 
Job is not to be underſtood as making tranſęreſſn where 
there is no law, like the Talpæ and the Feſt ove-men= > © 
tioned ; but as proteſting his innocence with reſpe& to- | 
adultery, in every ſenſe of the word, as not ſuffering him- 
ſelf to look on, ſo as to lu after, a virgin betrothed;, much 
leſs to commit actual adultery, by defiling his neighbour's 
wife. ver. 7 3 2 5 „ 1 Rs SHDN 
So mon Farchi conſtrues the paſſage very liberally in- 
deed, or rather paraphraſes it thus, 112 % made a cou 
„ nant, &c. that I would have no knowledge of any 
«© man's wife.” See Chappelowe on Job, vol. i. p. 425. 
| | ' a vice 
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a wicked imagination, prava aut mala cogitatio. 
Mont.—an evil thought. The law is ſpiritual, 
ſays Paul, I had not known luſt (i. e. known it 
to be evil} except the law had ſaid, Thou ſhalt 
not covet. Rom. vii. 7. Therefore, when 
our Saviour preached on the Mount, He did 
not make, ordain, or publiſh any zew /aw,' 
nor did he make the law more ſpiritual than 
when publiſhed at Mount Sinai; but He 
ſet it forth, and vindicated it from the falſe 
gloſſes of the Scribes and Phariſees, who, in 
their teaching, dwelt on the outward letter 
only, throwing a veil. of obſcurity over its 
ſpiritual ſenſe and meaning. The ſeventh 
commandment was juſt as /þ:ritual under the 
Old Teſtament as under the New. The very 
thought of adultery in DAvip, was as ſinful as 
it would have been in Saint Paul. How then 
can it be imagined, that the commandment 
againſt adultery meant not as much in the 
times of Moſes and the prophets, as in the days 
of CHrIsT and His Apoſtles? or, in other 
words, as much under the Old Teſtament as 
under the New ? How can it be thought to 
condemn any thing amongſt Chriſtians, which 
it did not equally condemn amongſt the 
 Fews ? Whatſoever things the Jaw ſaith, it 
faith to them that are under the law (whether 
TFews or Chriſtians} that every mouth may be 
topped, and all the world become guilty before 
Gop. Rom. iii. 19. If then the law ever 
condemned polygamy as adultery, whoredom, or 
fornication, it certainly dees it ow; but, as 


9 | hath 
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hath been ſhewn, it nog cone it in 
any one inſtance, not only from the beginning, 

or 0g conſtruction put on the original mar- 
riage- inſtitutian, but alſo for 1500 years to- 
gether after the giving the law at Mount 
Sinai; therefore it never has condemned it 
ſince : for CHRIST gave no nc meaning to 
this or any other of the commandments, but 
only vindicated and reſtored the ii. What 
was murder is now murder—what was theft 
is zow theft - what was adultery is now adul- 
tery and what was none of theſe, is ſtill none 
of theſe. | n B00 
God's /aw is His will, and His will is His 
law ; a change of one muſt infer a change in 
the other, and either of theſe. a change in 
HIMSELF : an idea which is wholly irrecon- 
cileable with the ſcripture- character of Gop, 
with whom there is no variableneſs, neither any 
Shadow of turning. James i. 17. 1 20008 
Men may cobble, and vamp, and alter, and 
repeal laws, and indeed it muſt be ſo, as miſ- 
chiefs, which eſcape all human preſcience 
and foreſight, muſt daily ariſe ; but it cannot 
be ſo with OMniscience. All things. are 
preſent and open to Him. Heb. iv. 13. He 
ordained the propagation of mankind ii 
bleſſed them, and ſaid unto them, Be fruitful, 
and multiply, and repleniſh the earth. Gen. i. 28. 
He made the woman, and brought her 5 the 
man, and ſaid A man fhall cleave to his wifh,: 
Gen. ii. 22, 24. (by which expreſſion, ac- 
cording to St. Paul's * interpretation, 1 Cor. 
dee before, 19, 20, and note. | 


vi. 15, 
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vi. 15, 16. is meant the act of + copu- 
lation or marriage} and they ſhall be one 


feſh—thus creating between them ſo indif- 


ſoluble a bond; as never to be divided 
more. Though theſe words were ſpoken 
immediately by Apam, yet, doubtleſs, he 
ſpake under the influence of the divine Spirit, 


as may appear from CHRIST'Ss manner of ap- 


plying the words, Matt. xix. 4, 5. and may 
therefore, as what Moss and the prophers 
ſpake under the ſame holy influence, be ſtyled 
— * The word of Gop.” The circumſcrip- 


. tion and regulation of the whole was pro- 


vided for by fixed, determined, and immuta- 
ble laws, calculated for all times, places, and 
ages of the world, wherein He ſhould be 

leaſed to make them known. Theſe laws, 
on the eſtabliſhment of the church, on its 
deliverance out of G Vr, were given to 
Moss, and enforced and explained by him, 
and the ſubſequent prophets, under the imme- 
diate command and teaching of Gop; and 
continue, like the boly Lawgiver Himſelf, one 
and the /ame for ever. Who may marry to- 
gether, and who may no/—what is a lawful ' 
marriage in Gop's account, and what is not 
ſo, was not left to the uncertain or preſump- 


+ This is the literal import of YWNA PIT—agglutinatus 

erit in uxore ſua. Mont. (See before p. 20. note, ) ill ex- 

reſſed by—/ball cleave to his wife.—T he verb Ipo NN 
ciſa, LXX. Matt. xix. 5. and Eph. v. 31.—and the 


participle Koe, 1 Cor. vi. 16.—are in the pa 


voice. For the Author's idea of the word marriage, 
ſee before, p. 48. note. 


tuous 


1 2 f 
tuous determinations of mankind, but im- 
mutably fixed by written laws of Gop. To 
theſe it is our bounden duty to conform, and 
to ſay to all ſubſequent inventions of men, as 
well thoſe which fo rbid marriage entirely, as 
thoſe who would put gſunder thoſe whom Gop 
hath joined together, under pretence of greater 
purity and holineſs, as the angel did to Pz- 
TER, Acts x. 15. What Gop bath cleanſed, 
that call thou not common or unclean. 

I have mentioned the law being explained 
by the prophets. Theſe were extraordinary 
meſſengers which Gop raiſed up and ſent 
forth under a ſpecial commiſſion ; not only to 
foretell oy to come, but to preach to the, 
people, to hold forth the /aw, to point out 


their defections from it, and to call them to 


repentance, under the ſevereſt terms of God's 
diſpleaſure, unleſs they obeyed, Their com- 
miſſion, in theſe reſpects, we find recorded, 
If. Iviii. 1. Cry aloud, ſpare not, liſt up thy 
voice like a trumpet : ſhew my people their 52 

reſſions, and the houſe of Jacob their fins. 
225 commiſſion was to be faithfully exe- 
cuted, at the peril of the prophet's own de- 
ſtruction, as appears from the ſolemn charge 
given to Ezekzel, chap. iii. 18. When T /6 
the wicked, Thou ſhalt ſurely die, and thok 5 455 
him not warning, nor ſpealeſt to warn the 
wicked to ſave his life, the ſame wicked mari ſhall 
die in his miguity, but his blood will I "+ at . 
thine hand. 

Theſe prophets executed their commiſſion 
very unfaithfully towards Gop and the people, 

Vor. | # K +" ol 
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as well as moſt dangerouſly for themſelves, if 
polygamy was a ſin againſt Gop's law; for it 
was the common practice of the * whole na- 
tion, from the prince on the throne to the 
loweſt of the people; and yet neither Isatan, 
JEREMIAH, nor any one of the prophets, bore 
the leaſt teſtimony againſt it. They reproved 
them ſharply and plainly for 'defiling their 
_ neighbours wroes ; as Jer. v. 8; xxix. 23.— 
in which fifth chapter, we not only find the 
prophet bearing teſtimony againſt adultery, 
out againſt 20horedom and fornication, ver. 7. for 
that they aſſembled themſelves by troops in the 
harhts houſes. Not a word againſt polygamy. 
How is it poſſible, in any reaſon, to think 
that this, if a fin, ſhould never be mentioned 
as ſuch, by Gopd—by + Mests—or any ne 
of the prophets ? VT 
Here 1 may particularly mention Eljab 
the T:/bbite,, who could with truth ſay of 
himſelf, 1 Kings xix. 10. ND) WIÞp—zelands 
zelatus ſum. Mont. Which emphatical re- 
duplication we tranſlate by I have been vERY 
JEALOVS for the Lox D or nosTs. This holy 
man was fired with zeal for Gop's law, and 
was a moſt faithful and undaunted reprover 


of ſin, even to the very face of king Abab 


-* Joſephus calls it wd/proy—whieh anfwers to what we 
mean by the word national. 5 

+ Moſes mentions all the ſins of the nations of Canaan, 

as warnings to the Iſraelites not to be guilty of them; 

but their polygamy is no where mentioned or condemned, 

nor are the Jews warned againſt it. See Lem Xvill. 3, 


24, &c. 5 | 
* | 9 0 (Who 


( 51 | — 
{who at that time reigned in 25 and was 
doubtleſs a polhygamiſt, by his _ ſeventy 
| fons) yet not a word is ſaid about his poly- 
amy; which could hardly have been omitted, 
Had it been a ſin againſt either the ene 
law of marriage, or the ſeventh command- 
ment. The ſame zeal which led Elſab to 
tell Abab, that he and his father's houſe had 
troubled Iſrael, by forſaking the commandments 
of the Lokxp, and following Baalim, muſt 
ſurely have led him to reprove Abab's poly- 
gamy, had that alſo been a for/aking the com- 
mandments of I RHROVAH. The ſcripture, 
1 Kings xvi. 31. ſtrongly remarks; as an ag- 
gravation of Abab's ſuperlative wickedneſs, 
that he married an zdo/atreſs, conttary to 
Deut. vii. 3. Had his polygamy been con- 
trary to Exod. xx. 14. this would hardly 
have eſcaped the reproofs of the prophet 
Eljah, who did not forget Fezabel, and the 
prophets which ate at ber table. 1 Kings 
xvlii. 19. Bm 1 
We may alſo obſerve that Ezekiel, ch. xxii. 
ſets down very particularly the fins of A 
neſs, which the Fews were addicted to in his 
day, ver. 10, 11. but not a word of polygamy. 
is there to be found. „ 
Although it be true, that none of the pro- 
pbets before the captivity mention it as a in, 
yet did not MAL Ach, after the return from 
the captivity, ſpeak of it, and in very ſevere 
terms condemn it? thus clofing the canon. of 
the Old Teſtament with a moſt awful repre- 


A 


henſion of it ? Mal. ii. 14, 15. 


4 
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As this famous paſſage is taken for grarted 
to be a condemnation of polygamy under the 
Old Teſtament, let us examine it, and we 
ſhall find that it does not even relate to the 
ſubject: if it did, it would be very ſtrange, 
that ſo material a point ſhould eſcape all the 
prophets that went before him, Moſes himſelf 
not excepted. This fingle circumſtance 
ſhould make one ſuſpicious of the common 
interpretation given to this portion of ſerip- 
ture by the general run of commentators, who, 
miſtaking the ſound of the words for the /en/e 
of the text, have followed one another like 
' ſheep, who keep the ſame track, only becauſe 
others have gone before them. The words, 
as they ſtand in our tranſlation, are theſe— 
Tax LoRD hath been witneſs between thee and 
the wife of thy youth, againſt whom thou haſt 
dealt treacherouſly : yet ſhe is thy companion and 
the wife of thy covenant. And aid not He mate 
one ? yet hath He the reſidue of the ſpirit. And 
wherefore one? That He might ſeek a godly ſeed. 

Therefore take heed to your ſpirit, and let none 
deal treacheroufly againſt the wije of his youth; 
for the LoRD Gop of IsRAEL /aith, that be.” 
hateth PUT TING AWAY. 

The 4% words are a key to the reſt, and, 
ſhæw, that the inſtance in which they dealt 
treacherouſiy with their wives, was putting them 
away ; and this, in order to take heathen wo- 
men in their room, This is manifeſt from 
Er. 11. JUDAH hath dealt treacherouſly, and 

1 abomination is committed in IsRAEL and 


*RUSALEM ; for JUDAH bath prophaned the 
bolineft | 
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holineſs of the Lon p which he loved, and bath _ 
married the daughter of a range od. 

EzRA *, who lived about this time, hath 
recorded the fact at large, and fully explains. 
the matter; chap, ix. 1. The people of ISRAEL 
and the priefls have not ſeparated themſelves 
from the people of the lands, for they have taken 
þ © pf their daughters for themſebves, —5 for their 

fons, and the holy 2 be mingled themſelves 
with the people f 2 lands. © 

Ver. 10. And now, - LoRD, what ſhall We 

ter this? for we have forſaken thy com- 
2. which thou haſt. 3 by thy 
ſervants the prophets, ſaying, The land which 
ye 7 to poſſeſs ts an unclean land, &c. 
er. 12. Now therefore give not your daugh- 
ters unto their ſons, neither take their daughters 
to your ſons, &c. : 

Chap. x. 2. We have reſpaſſed againſt our 
Go, and have taken ftrange wives of the people 
of the land. Now therefore let us mate a cove- 
nant with our Gop, to put away all the wives, 

and fuch as are born of them, ver. 3. 

The putting away theſe heathen women 
was 2 duty, and this by the poſitive law of 
Gop. For Gop having, as it were, forbid- 
den the banns in expreſs words (Deut. vii. 
3.) their marriages were abſolutely null and 
void ab initio; they could contract no valid 
marriage whatſoever with them, and therefore 
muſt pu? them away. This affords us a ſtrong 
proof of the lawfulneſe of polygamy, where the 


BY See alſo Nebemiah xiii. 23—29. 
„5 3 woman 


4 . 


woman was not excepted againſt, as by the 
law above mentioned, or by ſome other: for 
if this were otherwiſe, we ſhould hear of put- 
ting away all but the fir/t in all caſes. Gop 
would not have ſuffered any marriage which 
was contrary to the ſeventh commandment, 
any more than thoſe which were contrary to 
Deut. vii, 3. When we compare Ezra and 
MarLacui together, we find by the former, 
that the Jews took heathen women for their 
zwives ; and by the latter, that they not only 
did this, but put away their Mraelitiſbd wives 
for that very purpoſe. This is plainly what 
ver. 14. calls dealing a with their 
wives, their diyorcing them for this unhallow- 
ed purpoſe, There the prophet uſes the like 
arguments againſt them as he had before uſed, 
ver. 10. with regard to their dealing treache- 
rouſly with their brethren— Have we not all one 
ather ? hath not one Gop created us? why do 
we deal treacherouſly every man againſt his bro- 
ther, by profaning the covenant of our fathers ? 
When they put away their Jew:/þ wives, and 
married the heathen idolatrous women, they 
profaned the covenant of their fathers ; that is, 
that command of Gp delivered to their fa- 
thers, not only in the original inſtitution of - 
marriage, which forbad putting away, but alſo 
that poſitive law, Deut. vii. 3. which forbad 
marriage with heathens. They dealt treache- 
rouſly with their brethren ; that is to ſay, with 
the parents and relations of their unjuſtly- di- 
vorced wives, who gave them their daughters 
or. ters in marriage, to abide with them, not 
1 ; to 


1 # 


to be put away. They dealt e allo 
201th their wives, in putting them away. —There- 
fore the prophet reproves them, and calls them 
to repentance by the following conſiderations, 
ver. 14, 15; which I will endeavour to la) 
before the reader in a paraphraſe ſuitable to 
the literal and true meaning of the original 
Hebrew, and conformable to the analogy of 
divine revelation, as delivered to us by Mosts 
and the 28 Then it will appear, that 
theſe diſtinguiſhed ſervants of Gop were not 
guilty of concealing, diſguifing, or diſſem- 
bling the truth; nor Gop Himſelf capable 
of ſuffering His ſeven/h commandment, as 
well as the original inſtitution of marriage, to 
be tranſgreſſed, not only with impunity, but 
_ allowance, uniformly through ſo many ages, 
or of leaving His church and people utterly 
ignorant of His mind and will touching ſo 
important a matter, for all that time, 
ney me R91—Ef ne unus fecit? Mont. — 
And did not one male? Here our commentators, 
miſled by our trarfators, and theſe by the 
vulgar error of the fnfulneſs of polygamy, tell 
us, that theſe words ſignify Gop's making 
e but one woman at the beginning; He had the 
«« refidye of the jpirit, and therefore could 
«© have made more women for ADAM if He 
<< had pleaſed.” One misfortune attending 
ſo ignorant a comment, is, that the word 
ide cannot fignify one woman, unleſs, 
among other changes, women were of the 
maſculine gender under the Old Teſtament, 
though of the feminine under the New Teſ- 
| | | K 4 tament 5 
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tament; for INK is certainly of the maſculing 
gender—nNNK is the feminine See Judges 
ix. 63.—DIR TMx—mubler una. Mont. & 
al freq. This, beſides an undue tranſpo- 
ſition of the words, is, I take it, a concluſive 
reaſon for ſaying they miſtake the paſſage. 

It is not Did not be make One? - but Did 
not One * make? like ver. 10. Have qwe not all 

ONE Father? Did not ons Gop create 
© 45? Did not One, or THE ONE, make 
“both you and your Tewiſh wives? Did 


„He not form both of you—(ſee Deut. 


* xxxii. 6.) naturally of the ſame ſeed of 


* Abraham—ſpiritually by the ſame holy diſ- 


e penſation and ordinances f—At ver. 14. it 
* is ſaid— H Ne zs thy companion, 
< or aflociate—J12 Dοτπ t -and à wife, or 
e woman, of thy covenant—i, e. a partaker 


with thee in the covenant made with Abra- 


* ham and his ſeed after him, So the prophet 
„Zech. ix. 11. where Gop ſays to the daugh- 
* ter of Zion—As for thee— Jr α PIa—In 
“ (or by) the blood THy CovENANT I havg 
« ſent forth thy priſoners, &c, where 99 — 


* 


thy covenant— compared with the context 


in this place of Malachi, clearly determines 
*« the meaning to be as above, and it ſtands 
here as oppoſed to the daughter of a ftrange 
eGov, ver. 11.— M1 "821—And He hat 


* Tf the attentive reader will compare the TIN—one, 


in this place, with MN 5X—one Gop, ver. 10. ſurely he 


muſt ſee, that the ſame Almighty +, = is meant. There 
he is ſaid to cręate— here to make. omp. Gen. ii. 3. laty 


* 


60 (or 
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(or hath He not ?) the remainder of the Spi- 
* rit— Hath He not the ſame power He ever 
© had ?—Is His hand ſhortened at all, ſo 
that He cannot complete your reſtoration 
if He pleaſes, or puniſh you ſtill more ſe- 
«« yerely, if you continue diſobedient to His 
* commandments ? Spirit is here uſed for 
* power *, mighty, but eſpecially irreſſtible 
"y 8 as Pſ. cxxxix. 7. If. lix. 19. If. 
% Ixiii. 14. If. xxxiv. 16.p2D 1x87 MB! 
% And what did Tuz Ons ſet? db yi 
2 Þ+ ſeed of Gop—an 4 holy ſeed (ſee Ex- 
© ra ix. 2. compare ver. 14.) therefore take 

© heed to your ſpirit—that is, your temper — 4 
«« feftions'—as N is very often applied, (ſee 
Numb. xiv. 24. 1 Sam. 1. 15.) © and none of 
«« you deal treacherouſly againſt the wife of thy 
| __ youth, (whom thou haſt married when A 


So the power of the Spirit is often uſed for the Spi- 
rit itſelf. Comp. If. xxxii. 15. Luke xxiv. 49. Acts i. 
8. See alſo {#4 es xiii. 25; XIV. 19; xvi. 17, 20. 
Rom. i. 4. with 1 2K vi. 14. & al. freq. In an old edi- 
tion of the Bible, printed in the year 1615, there are ſhort 
notes added in the margin; and in the note on the word 
Spirit, in this text, it is explained to mean peter and 
virtue. | b 

+ Et quid Unus quzrit niſi ſemen DEI. Vg. 

t This can have nothing to do with polygamy, becauſe, _ 
if it had, we ſhould have hardly found it a/lowed of Gon, 
and practiſed by his ſaints; or, in fact, have found ſome 
of the moſt diſtinguiſhed and bleſſed men that ever lived, 
the offspring of polygamous marriages ; witneſs haly Fo- 
ſeph, and the prophet Samuel. Beſides all this, we may 
obſerve, that the Jews, who are in this place of Ezre 
emphatically ſtyled zhe holy ſeed, were deſcended from the 

twelve ſans of )Facob, half of which were born under pg» 


beamy. N 2898 
« virgin) 
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« virgin) by putting her away, and taking 
* theſe zdolatreſſes ; for I the Lok D bate put- 
* ting away.” The conſideration of the re- 
lation they ſtood in to JEuovau—He their 
common Father —they His profeſſing children, 
was one argument againſt their ſeparating— 
another was, that, as the Lorp ſought a 
godly ſeed in their offspring, by their being 
devoted to Him in their earlieſt infancy, 
then brought up in the nurture and admoni- 
tion of the Lox p, this deſigrr would be de- 
feated by their taking idolatrous women, who, 
inſtead of devoting the children to Jeno- 
VAH, would be for bringing them up to the 
* worſhip of their idols, and an ungodly ſeed 
be the conſequence. See Deut. vii. 3, 4. 
Laſtly, Gop had forbidden divorce from the 
beginning, (ſee Gen. ii. 24.) fot He hateth 
putting away at any rate; but how much 
more to ſee His own profeſſing daughters put 
away, that His own profeſſing ſons might 
marry the daughters of a ſtrange God? This 
was indeed doing an abominable thing which 
Gop hated. Jer. xliv. 4. 
This I take to be a clear, conſiſtent view © 
of this famous paſſage, and agrees exactly 
with what Ez RA ſays, chap. ix. 9. &c. and 
_ chap. x. 2. &c. who did not rend his mantle 
and garment, and pluck the hair off Bis head 


We find that theſe idolatrous women laid a ſure 
foundation for this, by bringing up their children in the 
knowledge of the heathen tongues of their ſeveral coun- 
tries, ſo that they could not underſtand the language of 


Gop's law. See Neh. X111, 23 24. 
* | and 
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and beard, and fit down aſtoniſhed, becauſe the 
people did what their fathers ABRAM, Ja- 
cok, DAvip, &c. had done without the /zaf 
reproof, and had been conſtantly, pn 
avowedly practiſed by the holieſt of their 
forefathers, without the leaſt *“ ſcruple on 
their part, or condemnation on Gop's part 
but becauſe they had married heathen women, 
and, as appears by Mal. ii. 14. had dealt 
ee 1 againſt the Fewiſb /awful wives, 
by putting them away in order to do it. 

As to the notion expreſſed by commentators, - 
in their apparently miſconceived ideas of this 
text of MAL Aacui—that becauſe Gop created 
but one man and one woman at firſt, therefore - 
he intended that no man ſhould have more 
7 £ than one wife at a time ever after,” I do 
humbly conceive, that, if Gop had meant fo, 
He would ſomewhere have ſaid ſo, and not 
have left it to the wiſdom of men to put 
their ꝶ interpretations on what He was pleaſed 


* When 7005 was ſolicited by Potiphar's wife, he 
anſwered with abhorrence— How can I do this great wick- 
edneſs, and fin againſt Gon? Gen. xxxix. 9. latter part. 
— But when Abraham's wife Sarah propoſed her buſ- 
band's taking Hagar to wife, Gen. xvi. 2, 3. he does it 
without the leaſt objection. So Jacob took Rachel after 
Leah, there being then no law againſt marrying a wife's 
fſifter. This, and the many other inſtances, clearly 
prove, that the wiſeſt and beſt of Gon's ſaints never 
2 of polygamy's haying any relation to the ſin of 
gad terry. i 5 , * | NF Ig 
"oo > £4 to putting our conſtruction on any acts of Gp, 
ſo as to draw Gem into precedents, unleſs .clearly in- 
ſtructed by Him fo to do, it would in many caſes be — 
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to do; for who hath known the mind of the 


LoRD, and who hath been his counſellor? Rom. 


Xi. 34. Some may argue, that becauſe it was 
ſaid “ A man ſhall cleave to his wife, not 
© qiues, therefore it is unlawful for a man 
4% to have tuo or more Wives in & ſucceſſion, 


tended with great miſchiefs—for inſtance : Suppoſe e 
were to argue for brothers and fers intermarrying, be- 
cauſe this muſt have been the cafe among the immediate 
children of Adam and Eve? the creation of only ene 
man and one woman, would at leaſt be as good an argu- 
ment for inceſt, as againſt polygamy. But it can have 
no weight in cither caſe 

law, (Lev. xvii. 9.) prohibited the f, and by as poſi- 
tive a law (Deut. xxi. 15— 17.) allowed the ſecond. It 
pleaſed Gop, that the whole human nature ſhould refide 
in one common federal bead, who was to be the com- 
mon repreſentative of all his ſubſequent naturally-en- 
_ gendered offspring; and by one woman taken out of him- 
ſelf, to convey that nature which was in him to his own 


immediate children, and by them to his poſterity, to the | 


end of the world. Let any one read Rom. v. with at- 
tention, and conſider in what reſpects Adam was a figure 
of Him that was to come (ver. 14.) and then-it will be 


een, that no man who ever was, or will be naturally. 


engendered of the offspring of Adam, can have been, or 
be in the ſame circumſtances and fituation that Adam 


was. Wherefore a precedent againſt polygamy is no more 
to be drawn from him, than againſt natural generation 
from Eve's being made out of one of his ribs, or from his 


own being immediately formed out of the du/? of the 
earth. | | 


this was looked upon as only a more ſpecious and de- 
© corous kind of adultery,” and reckoned infamous. | 
The Montanifts affirmed ſecond marriages to be as 
feandalous and = * as fornication. In the three firſt 
ages of the church - ſetond marriages were reputed fea 
e dalous, nay they were condemned by ſome perfons.” 
Dupin, Eecl. Hiſt. vol. i, 182. Engl. tranſl. Bu 
of this hereafter, 8 SEO 
51 22 « and 


„ becauſe Gop, by a poſitive 


There was a time in the Chriftien church, when 


t more 


© «ws 


„ 

and can only have one ſo long as he lives; 
« becauſe Adam had but one.” This ſort of 
conceits is like ſuppoſing that Gop forbad 
the wearing cloth, or filk, or linen, becauſe 
He cioatbed our firſt parents with ferns. Gen. 
iii. 21 ; or ſuppoſing, like thoſe mad heretics 
of the ſecond century, who called themſelves 
Adamites, that Chriſtians are to meet together 
ſtark naked without any ſhame, becauſe it is 
faid (Gen. ii. 25.) ADAM and Eve were 
naked, and were not aſhamed. If we take upon 
_ ourſelves to interpret this or any act of Gop 
merely by our imaginations, we take upon us 
what does not belong to us. We are told, 
Deut. xxix. 29. SECRET THINGS belong unto 
the Lox p our Gop, but thoſe things which are 

REVEALED, 0 us and our children for ever, 
that we may do all the words of His law. | 
That Gop might have created 10,000 men, 
and as many women, is certain, Why He did 
not, He hath no where told us, any more 
than why He created only one man and one * 
woman. This and all things elſe are to be 
_- reſolved 


Milton repreſents Adam as ſaying — | 
— O why did G 
Creator wiſe, that peopled higheſt heav n 
With ſpirits maſculine, create at laſt ' | 
This novelty on earth, this fair defect 
Of Nature, and not fill the world at once 
With men as angels without feminine, 


Or find ſome other way to generate 
. Mankind ? | Par; Leg, B. a- 
We may preſume that Gop made the reſt of the ani- 
mal creation by pairs, the male and female Comp. 
Gen. i. 20—25. with Gen. vi. 19. Gen. vii. 2, 3, 9s 
| | RE. | 14—16: 
10 1 
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reſolved: into His own good pleaſure, and the 
counſel of i his own will,” Eph. i. 11. Rev. iv; 
11. Our attempting to account for any of 
His holy acts or diſpenſations, any farther 
than the revelation of His word expreſsly 
authorizes us, is to be wiſe above what ts 
written, to involve ourſelves in endleſs mazes 
of error, till—profe//ing ourſelves wiſe, we be- 


Rom i 2a: 8 

God's bringing the woman to the man — that 
ſolemn denunciation—#herefore ſhall a man 
leave father and mother, and cleave unto bis 


wife, and they ſhall be one fleſþ—form a con- 

cluſive argument againſt wanton and cauſe- 
leſs divorce ; and are expreſsly made uſe of 
by CaR1sT for that purpoſe in His diſpute 
with the Phariſees, Matt. xix. 4, 5; but it is 
no where, in the whole ſcripture, made uſe 


of as an argument againſt polygamy. There 


14—16 : therefore, to draw arguments againſt polygamy 
(which, by the way, the ſcriptures have no where done]! 
from a ſimilar creation of the human ſpecies, would, if 
purſued to the utmoſt, prove too much, and of courſe 
prove nothing. So when God was about to deſtroy the 
earth by the deluge, he commanded Noah to come into 
the ark—*© Thou and thy ſons, and thy wife, and thy ſons 
« wives with thee,” in all eight perſons (ſee 1 Pet. iii. 20) 
and of every living thing of all fleſh, TWO OF EVERY 
c goRT—they ſhall be male and female—ſeven pair of 
<< the clean, and two pair of the unclean, the MAL 
« AND HIS FEMALE.” —UWN) WN—Firum & uxorem 
ejus. Mont. So that in the preſervation of the brutal, 
as well as of the human ſpecies, we read of theni in 
pairs—and theſe pairs are deſcribed by the ſame Hebrew 
words, which, in other parts of the ſcriptures, we ren- 
der a man and his wife. For the exact words of theſe . 
abridged paſſages, ſee the ſcriptures above referred to. 

e . | Were, 


if 43 J 


were, doubtleſs, opportunities enough in the 
antediluvian, as well as the poſtdiluvian world, 
to have given occaſion for it, had any ſuch 
thing beenintended: ft fk 2 nonrn BY 

The firſt inſtance of polygamy which is re- 
corded, we find Gen. iv. 19. And Lamegcr 
tooꝶ unto him two wives, the name of one was 

One weighty reaſon for the creation of only ene 
mam and one woman at firſt, may perhaps be gathered 
from Acts xvii. 26. where it is ſaid He hath made; of 
. ONE BLOOD all nations of men, for to dwell on all the face 
of the earth. Had more men and women than Adam 
and Eve been created at firſt, this ſtrict affinity of rela- 
tionſhip by blood could not have exifted ; but this was 
wiſely and graciouſly contrived, as a reaſon for, and ce- 
ment of, brotherly love—as a means of hiding pride, 
and boaſting of one above another, with reſpe& to their 
original 2 ; ſo that none, on. this account, ſhould 
deſpiſe or ſet at nougbt his brother. This thought is 
well expreſſed in that well-known epitaph: —_ 

Nobles and heralds, by your leave, 

Here lie the bones of Matthew Prior, 

The fon of Adam and of Eve, — 

Let Bourbon or Naſſau go higher L 
Although, in this corrupt and mixed ſtate of things, 
civil government is neceſſary, therefore outward diſtine- 
tions of men are neceſſary ; for without theſe no civil 
_ polity could exiſt; yet, in that day, when the governors 
and governed ſhal} appear before the Great Governor of 
all, they will be conſtrained to ſay, with Joſeph's bre- 
thren, Gen. xlii. 11. we are all one man's fans ;—and 
then will know, however little attention they may give 
to it now, that Gop is 10 reſpecter of perſons. See 
Acts x. 34. If theſe humbling conſiderations were im- 
proved as they ought, they would furniſh us with mo- 
tives of humility, benevolence, brotherly-kindneſs, 

long-ſuffering, mercy, and charity to each other, be- 
yond all the arguments of the wiſeſt moraliſts of Greece 
and Rome. Sce Mal, ii. 1606. . 
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. ADAH, the other ZILLAn. Here our com- 
mentators think they have found out the in 
of polygamy—** It was one of the degenerate 
* race of Cain,” faith one, ** that firſt tranſ- 
“ greſſed the law of marriage, that ? u⁰ on/ 
« ſhould be one fleſh.” Theſe are the ny, 

of one of the wiſeſt and beſt (Mr. Henry} 
among our Eng/;//h commentators, and ſerve 
to ſhew how far men will go to ſupport a 
popular notion, or pre-conceived opinion, 
even to the * corrupting of the Bible. There 
are 


See Henry on Gen. iv. 0 When I ſaw the word 
ONLY interpolated by Mr. Henry, I really thought it a 
corruption worthy the church of Rome. In this I find I 
was not miſtaken, for the council of Trent thus dogma- 
tizes—*©< Adam did pronounce the bond of matrimony to 
„be perpetual, and that onNLy two perſons may be joined 
de therein; a thing more plainly declared by CHRIST.“ 
See Brent. 784.— Now, here is an eaten of the 
word ONLY, and a downright he to juſtify it for where 
does CHRIST more plainly declare, that ONLY two perſons 
can be joined together in marriage ? „ | 
Mr. Henry goes on to tell us, that Hitherto one man 
had but one wife at a time. (How did he know that? 
See Le Clerc on Gen. iv. 19. and Thelyph. vol. ii. 
225 p. 161. n.)—** But Lamech took two From the begin- 
46 ning it was not ſo — this he would prove from Mal. 
ii. 15. which is _— to the purpoſe. See above 
p. 132—139. He then falls into the uſual miſapplica- 
tion and perverſion of Matt. xix. 8. where the words 
« in the beginning it was not so- clearly and neceſſarily 
refer to the preceding ſentence, which mentions nothing 
but putting away their wives. | 5 
Mr. Henry concludes his annotation on Gen. iv. 19. 
with two practical inferences :—*<©* 1. That thoſe who 
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i « deſert Gop's church and commandments” (which ſaid 

„ commandments are, on this occaſion, the entire forgery and 

ff invention of the commentator) lay themſelves open to ; 
i all manner of temptation.— 2. That when an i cuſ- | 
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are no ſuch words as #7209 only” in the law 
of marriage referred to. It ſtands, "Gen. ii. 
24. they ſhall be one fleſh; and, as mentioned 
by CHRIST, Matt. xix. 5. ö Jvo—they twain 
ſhall be one fleſh. So Mark x. 8. Had the 
words 7790 only” been there, we ſhould not 
have red fo frequently afterwards of | Gop's 
countenancing, or His ſaints practiſing po- 
lygamy, any mote than of His countenanc- 
ing, and their practiſing adultery. I muft 
here take notice of the Evangeliſt's intro- 
duction of the words 6 Jvg — they twain, 
or the twain which certainly was not done 
as an addition to the original words, 'or as 
an interpolation, in order to introduce ſome 
new doctrine, but merely as a ſort of pa- 
raphraſe to explain their import, ſenſe, 
and meaning — that a man and Bis wife, 
though before marriage they were'/wo—that 
is, ſeparate, unconnected, independent of each 
other, ſo that they might or might not come 
together, yet afterwards they are no more 
two, ſeparate, unconnected, independent per- 
ſons, but as one fleſh, tic oxXpui i.. The 
words 6; dvo—the twain—are not to be taken 
in their numerical * ſenſe, for if they be, 


+ 


<< tom is begun by ill men, ſometimes men of betten cha- 
<< racers are, through unwarineſs, drawn in to follow 
them: Jacob, David, and many others, wy were 
6 othertuiſe good men, were afterwards enſnared in this 
in, which Lamech had begun.” —N, B. This is called 
an Expoſition of the ſcriptures of the Old Teſtament! 

Non wnitas ns, ſed unis ſeu conjunttib myſtica 
vel conjugalis deſeribitur.ä— Nold. Part. Edit. Tymp. 
R | 


8 | 750» 
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14 what follows ver. 6.— o that they are ng more 
#1 twain—would not he true; for certainly 
i a man and woman are as much numerically 
Th go after marriage, as th hrs 2 
therefore cannot be numerically one; hut 
the ſame ſenſe in which has were Geka 
of as co before, they now become ene, 
is to ſay, in conſideration of lay. 

The marriage deſtroys their uncon nefted- 
neſs, diſtinctneſs, and independency on each 
other, fo that in all 4g conſideration they 
are no more twain, but ane fleſh. 9 c 
the conſequence is proved which our bleſſed 
Lok p meant to proye—it could not be W- - 
Jul for a 5 arthven to droerce his wife for 
every cauſe, or for any cauſe except one, which, 
of itſelf, "livided & ir perſons again, and 

| amounted to a Ks diſſolution of -the mar- 
riage-bond: for to make a man live With an 
edultreſe, would be to make him father other 
people's children, defeat his own rightful 
heirs, and introduce that confuſion into his 
family, which it was one grand object of the 
ſeventh commandment to prevent. For want 
of conſidering the words & Jyo—:chey twang 
or the twain—in the legal ſenſe above-men- 
tioned, our commentators have jingled them 
in their fancies, till they bave blundered into, 
their 7200 only—two and no more: thus inter- 
polating and corrupting the words of the 
marriage-inſtitution, as it ſtands recorded 


„ 750. Not an ęſſential unity, but an union or — | 
; «Cc tion myſtical Or ronjugal is ſerided, 0 Matt. xix. : ; 


| 0. Mark Xs 8. 
| wy | ; | Gen. £ 
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Ven. ii. 24. and hat is worſe ſtill, making 
our sed Sui do the ſame, by repreſent- 
ing Him as afing the words in their mumneri- 
cal ſenſe. This ſtamps untruth, nay, down- 
right non ſenſe on what'He ſays,. ver. 6, for 
it is not true that a man end bit wife are no 
more ſuumericalhij two ; and to ſay that per- 

ſons, who are numerically tao, are yet mmeri- 
cally one, is downright nonſenſe. As the 
word . twain is to be underſtood in a legad 
Jenſe, fo they ſball be one fieſb, cannot be un- 
derftood in a #teral ſenſe, as if by a kind of 
matrimonial 7ranfubfiantiation they became 
literally aue body (ſee 1 Cor. vi. 16) ; but 
that they are ſo in a egal ſenſe is very certain; 
and therefore, as a man cannot ſeparate his 
Bones from his ech, nor his fleſh from his 
bones, without deſtroying himſelf, ſo neither 
can a man put .away bis wife unjuſtly 3 

in eſtimation of -Gop's n 1 bone 

bone and fleſh of bit fleſh) without d- 
ing Jar! 4, holineſs, and deſtroying the 
poſitive obligation of the martiage-inſtitu- 
tion. 

Thoſe, who by the legerdemain of . this 
- ſame numerical interpretation of the word 
tin, added to the ound of the former ne 
of ver. 9. make CarIsT „2 e 

23 repreſent Him as uſin 
-adultery—in an — 2 o 
formity to the Hebrew ſcripture (as our Loxp 

doubtleſs ſy pake in Hebrew/ ; for no where is 


that word oP to denote a man who had | 


one POO * another to her, and cobabiting 
| | L 2 200 
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with both (which I take to be the true and 
genuine notion of polygamy} ; nor is it uſed 


in any other ſenſe, but to denote the defilement . 


of a married woman. Oux SAviouR, who 


conſtantly appealed to the Hebrem ſcriptures ' 
for what he delivered to the peaple,. can 


hardly be ſuppoſed to have advanced a doc- 
trine ſo unſupported by them; and that before 


an audience of thoſe very Phariſees, who. we. 
are told, Luke xi. 54. were laying wait for 


him, ſeeking. to catch ſomething out of His mouth, 
that they might accuſe Him. Again—by mak- 
ing CHR1sT declare polygamy to be adultery, 
they charge Him with aſſerting a falſhood, 
both in point of la and fact, by declaring all 
ſuch after-taken women not to be the real 
wives of the men who took them; for if they 


were, adultery muft be out of the queſtion. | 
Let us examine this an the footing of ſcrip- 


ture. It is ſaid, 1 Sam. xxv. 42, 43, ABI- 
GAIL became David's wife, and David. alſo 
took AINOAM of JEZREEL, and they. were 


. alſo both of them his wives. So witnefleth the 


Holy Ghoſt, and this, though ver. 44. tells us, 


he had at that very time another ꝛvife living. 


By ſaying they were alſo both of them his wives 


(for that muſt be the meaning of di in this 


context) it is making each one fleſh with him, 


. ſo that he could not divorce either; and if 


either had gone to another man, ſhe would. 
have been an adu/treſs, and the man who took 
her would have been an adulterer. I ſay this, 
taking it for granted that. the Holy. Gg. 
would not have called them hie, wines: 0 
| CT OW7 


ö 
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% bi in uxores. Mont. — unleſs they res: 
ally were ſo. See alſo 1 Sam. xxvii. 3. 
Thus, on the authority of the Hebrew ſerip- 
ture, an after-taken woman is as much a 
man's wife who takes her, as the fit is— 
therefore it is neither true in point of /aw or 
fact, that a man having one wife, and taking, 
another, committeth adultery; ; for which rea- 
ſon it is “ impoſſible CHRIS H ſhould ever ſay 
ſo, and thoſe who make Him ſay ſo, wreſt 
His words from their true meaning.“ 
as this portion of ſcripture will neceſſarily 
fall under farther conſideration hereafter, 1 
will now return to the hiſtory of Lamxzcu. 
Whether he did right or wrong does not 
appear, for it is only ſaid—LANMECH took bim 
tuo wives, His being © of the degenerate 
«* race of Cain” made it not a jot the worſe, 
or a tittle the better, any more than the ſame 
thing done by Jacos made it either the one 
or the other, becauſe he was of the hleſſed 
% race of SETH.” The invention of mufic, 
which was afterwards made ſuch conſiderable 
uſe of in the temple of Gop of agriculture 
and the care of cattle—of working in braſi and 


® It is very certain a that the whole law: of Des, even 
the ceremonial part of it, was at this time in all its force 
and obligation—therefore to repreſent CHRIST, who: 
came to vindicate its honour, and enforce the reſpect due 
to it, as laying down a propoſition in direct contrariety 
to the whole tenor of the Jewiſh law, is to repreſent Him 
as _— a downright falſhood, and this in the face, as | 
it were, of the whole Jeroiſb nation, which He ſo con- 
ſtantly referred to the writings W Mo ers f for the truth of 
vat He laid, 


5 3 A jon, 


But. | 
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iron, were all found out by LAMECH“s chil- 
dren; yet I cannot conceive that they are the 
leſs innocent in themſelves, or leſs uſeful to 
mankind, than if they had been found out by 
ABRAHAM, ISAAC, and Jacop. We can 
only ſay of ſuch obſervations on ſcripture, - 
that they are very ; but if the word: of 
Gon is to be corrupted, in order to ſerve as a 
foundation for them, they are very wicked. 
See Deut. iv. 2. x11. 32. I only mention Mr. 
Henry, but I might name others; one who- 
goes ſo far in corrupting the text, that he re- 
preſents it as the command of Gov, that 
uo, and no more, ſhould be one fleſh, Gen. 
* ii. 24.” The words ſimply are 129 wm 
WMX—E? erunt in carnem unam. Kal egovrau 
01 Jo ex oa pitv, Matt. xix. 5. They twain: | 
ſhall be one fleſh. The words Z#oovra: 61 60— 
they two ſhall be, &c.—relate to the mar and 
his wyfe, mentioned in the ſame verſe, and 
anſwer to the v Gen. ii. 24. which ſig- 
nifies they ſhall be — meaning the WR and \NwR- 
the mar and his wife, Gen. ii. 24. So that 
though here be a ſmall variation between 
they ſhall be, and they twain ſhall be, yet it is 
merely verbal in point of quotation ; the 
ſenſe is juſt the ſame, whether, ſpeaking-of a 
man and woman, we ſfay—they, or—tbey 
7wain ; but adding the word only, or tbey tw 
and no more, is a very material alteration, ſo 
material, as to alter the. whole ſenſe of the 
pailage, and to make every polygamiſt that ever 
lived, an oftender againſt the original zftitu- 
tion of marriage. Rather than fail in this, 
even 


5 RF 

even the" learned Bezg' himſelf will conde- 
ſcend to talk rionſenſe. On 1. Cor. vi. 16. 
whete the apoſtle cites our Loxp's words 
Faw" ſhall Fg one fleſh—® this b; de, ſays he, 
is not mentioned by Moſes, but is rightly 
« added, as well in this plate as in Matt. 
« xix. 5. and Mark x. 8. becaufe there is 
„only niention made of a man and of one 
ec « — 5 of wives z nor is it true that a 
| one with each of his ſeveral 
6 e len he is rather divided into ar 
% nun) Parts dr be bas 7700 5 pt h this 
learned man repreſents a ab 754 ee 
xix, 29: repreſents the Hai contubr 
whom be divided, together with her bones, 75555 
e * and ent ber mro all the ic % . 


moral as well as a re Las of as whole Me 
had but one wife ; otherwiſe each woman 
could not have called the man * Ber huſband,” 


I Sam, i. 8, 22, 23. nor could each woman 
be called bis wife, ver. 2. Now whatever 


parties, united, in Gop's account are 
man and 2 — they ate alſo 70 one fleſh, there - 
fore 


hon 101 is, in our law, commonly ſaid, that each ais 
ay 75 1 of the land, which he holdeth joint] „er 
| —** by the half, y part, and by the 5 

5 be. e t fic totum tenet, nihjl — | 
<6 conjunctim, & nihil ſeperatim, ſays Lord Coke.” And 
*. thus he holdeth the — and holdeth nothing that 

Dis to ſay, the whole jointly, and nothing ſeparately.” 
| Coxs Lirr. 186. a. LIT. 8288. 

+ This phraſe, according to the Hebrew, denotes = 
relationſhip, whether of efiiy by n as 


4 * 
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fore it is true, that a polygamiſt is one with _ 
« each + of his ſeveral wives”'—that is to 
tay, in the legal ſenſe above-mentioned ; nor 
can all the reaſonings of men prove them 
otherwiſe, till they can prove themſelves 
wiſer than He is who declares them to be ſo, 
And I do verily believe, that if a man had e- 
duced any wife of a polygamiſt, and had been 
arraigned before the judges of 1/rae/ on that 
ſtatute, Deut. xxii. 22. be muſt, as well as 
the woman, have been condemned to die, not- 
withſtanding what Beza has ſaid, or what all 
the reaſoners in the world could have ſaid on 
the ſubject of polygamy, in arreſt of judg- 
ment. : 
But there is a text in the Old Teſtament, 
which is looked upon by ſome to be a dire& 
forbiddance of polygamy ; for it ſtands in the 
margin of our Bibles—T hou halt not take one 
awife to another, If this be right rendering 
of the Hebrew, then the ſaints of old time 


ii. 24. or conſunguinity. See Gen. xxix. 14. Judges ix: 2. 

2 Sam. v. 1. 1 Chron. xi. 1. 2 Sam. xix. 12, 13. So 
that the conjuration of Beza, and other commentators, 
who have found out that a man can only be one ffeſb with 

one woman, may alſo find out that but one of his relations 

can be of his bone and of his fleſh, or be called ſo with any 
propriety. In Lev. xviii. 6. a man's near of kin is in the 
Hebrew TW2 "NY—remainder of his fleſh. Eng. Marg, 
every near relation being, as it were, a remnant, or re- 
mainder of the ſame fleſh and blood of which we our- 


ſelves conſiſt. | x 1 5 
tt Even as CHRIST, the huſband of the church (comp. 
If. liv. 5. with 2 Cor. xi. 2.) is as really one with every 
fſeveral believer, as with the whole church collectively; 
or as the head is one with each and all the members of the 


ſinned 


body. See poſt, 


1 | 
finned againſt light, knowledge, and law & with 1 


a witnets! But it is tranflated in the text— — 
| Neither ſhalt thou take a wife to ber fifter, to 
ver her, in her life-time. Lev. xviii. 18. Firſt, 
I would obſerve, that the marginal reading 
* one wife to another —diſunites entirely the 
18th verſe from the preceding context to 
which it belongs; this only treats of mar- 
riages which are unlawful with reſpect to %. 
nity and conſanguinity. The brother's wife 
had there been ſpoken of, ver. 16 ; here, 
moſt naturally, as a neceſſary part of the pro- 
hibition of inceſt, the wife's ter. Secondly, 
This rendering of the text is agreeable 'to- 
the grammatical ſenſe of the Hebrew, which 
the other is not. This is demonſtrably | 


9 Ipſos quoque Judæos hanc legem de polygamia baud 
accepiſſe, perp tua conſuetudo plures ſibĩi ex hac gente 
jungentium uxores oftendit. Non autem videntur tanto 
impetu per vetitum nefas ruiſſe, præcipuè legis divinz cæ- 
tera ſtudioſiſſimi, fi __—_ hujuſmodi mandato hac de 
re cautum fuiſſet. mpius in Nold. p. 30, note r. 
That the Fews 3 5 did not underſtand this 
< law as concerning polygamy, their conſtant practice of 
<< marrying a plurality of wives demonſtrates ; for it is 
<< not probable that they ſhould have ruſhed with ſuch 
e violence into d wickedneſs, eſpecially thoſe. 
& who were moſt obſervant of the divine law in all other 
& reſpects, if cautioned againſt it by ſo expreſs 2 com- 
& mandment.” 

This is certainly very improbable, yet not ſo imp) e 
as that, if pe/ygamy be againit the original ilfe de of 
marriage, and, as ſuch, here forbidden by a poſitive law, 
Gop:ſhould no where appear to diſapprove it, or ena& 
any judicial law againſt it, on the ſide of the man, as on 
the fide of the woman. See Lev. xx. 10, where the wifg 
who is defiled, and the man who en ber, are -_ | 
demned to capital puniſhment, 


ſhewn 
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- ſhewn in Tympius's note on Lev. xviii. 18. in 
Noldius, Heb. Part. NWN p. 30. But as I 
find the meaning of this important paſſage” 
better explained by the learned Biſbop Patrick 
on the place, than I can exprefs it in any 
words of my own, I will tranfcribe the Bi- 
ſhop's note as it ſtands: _ h 
There are a great many eminent writers, 
% who, following our marginal tranflation 
% {one wife to another imagine that here 
de plurality of wives. is expreſsly forbidden by 
Gop, and they think there is an example 
« to juſtify this tranſlatibn, Exod. xxvi. 3. 
«© where Moſes is commanded to take care 
« that the five curtains of the tabernacle were 
e coupled together, one to its ſſter, as the 
« Hebrew phraſe is, meaning one to another ; 
t .which, if it were true, would ſolve ſeveral 
* difficulties: but there are ſuch* reaſons 
cr: againſt it, as that I cannot think it to be 
| e meaning. For as more wives than' one 
« were indulged before the law, ſo they were 
« after. And Moſes himſelf ſuppoſes as 
* much, when he provides, a man ſhould not 
*« prefer a child he had by a beloved wife, be- 
e fore one he had by her whom he bated, if 
«« he was the elagſt fon; which plainly inti- 
* mates an allowance in his law of more wives 
« than one. | _ 
| Here, by the good and learned Biſhop's 
leave, I would obſerve that he expreffes him- 
ſelf rather inaccurately ; for by ſaying 
« Mosts himſelf ſuppoſes as much,” and by 
calling the law he is mentioning, ; ** bis 
10 Mors, 


* 


, 
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« (Mosns's) law, V it loolis- as if Mors was 
eaking by his own wiſdom, and · eſtabliſhing 
ome law merely, on his on authority; 
whereas Mos ks, under the immediate inſpi- 
ration of the Holy: G, Nun. xi. 17, 251 
and 2 Pet. i. 21.) is the mouth of Gop Him- 
ſelf to the people; to whom He ſays, Deu 
iv. 5. Behold, IJ. have taugbi you ſtut uten anth 
udoments; even as the- I,oRD commanded mes: 


that ye ſhoutd de ſo in the: lan wohither ye 


v ts poſſeſt it. The only inſtance in which 
Mo SES acted by his oem aut Hority, Was in the 
matter of divorces: When our Saviour: is 


— mentioning: this, Matth, xixi lie d6es-notſay* 


hardneſs: of your hearts, ſufftred-you- to put away 


your wives ; bus from- the beginning it was not 


%; plainly-intimating; that ſach drvorce: way 


not of Gop's ordaining, but merely of Mow 


SES'S: permiſſion, as an expedient to obviate 
thy miſchiefs of — ——— of 

law in every inſtance, by compelling then 
to retain their wives; 2 — 
to their ill treatment and brutalityſ even to 
the beating and perhaps killing them! 8 
that, in this taicratiam of divorrt for, or upon 
account of, the hardnefoafitberr htarts, Mos ES 
might ſay as PAUL, 1 Cor. vii. 12. Tofuch 
ſpeak 1, Nor LoRD but as to other things, 
Nor I, but the Lox p, ver. 10. The Hip 
proceeds“ And ſo we find expreſslyt their 
«« kings might have, though not a multitude, 


Deut. xvii. 17; and their beſt" ting, who 


„ red Gop's law day and night, and could 
| LATER LON 66 not 
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not but underſtand it, took many wives 
without any reproof : nay, Gor gave him. 
more than he had before, by delivering his 
(late) maſter's ige to him, 2 Sam. xu. 8. 
And beſides all this, Mos Es, ſpeaking all 
along in this chapter of conſanguinity and 
affinity, it is reaſonable, as Schindlerus ob- 
ſerves, to conclude he doth ſo here, not of 
one woman to another, but of one * þfter ts 


another. There being alſo the like reaſon 


to underſtand the word {ter properly in 
this place, as the words daughter or mother 
in others, ver. 17, and chap. xx. 14. 
where he forbids a man to take a woman 
and her mother, or a woman and her daugh- 
ter, as Theodoric Hackſpan ſufficiently notes. 


The meaning therefore is, that though 


to wives at a time, or more, were permitted 
in thoſe days, no man ſhould take two 


foſters (as Jacos formerly did, before there 


was any poſitive law againſt it) begotten of 


the ſame father, or born of the ſame mother, 
whether legitimately or illegitimately, 


(which, though. it may ſeem prohibited 
before, becauſe the marriage of a brother's 
wife is forbidden) yet it is here direaly 
prohibited, as gther marriages are which 
were implicitly forbidden before ; for. 
ver. 7. the marriage of a ſon with his no- 


ther 1s forbidden, and ver. 10. the marri- 


age of a father with his daughter.” 


1 


It is to be obſerved that Tu is uſed four times in 


other parts of the chapter, and neceſſarily ſignifies, as our 


tranſlators have rendered it -a /i/fer. So Lev. xx. 
17, 19. 


TO 


Lr 

To the above remarks of the learned and 
judicious Biſh 7 Patrich, I will venture to add 
a conjecture of my own, the ſolidity of — — 4 
muſt be ſubmitted to the reader's: determi- 
nation. It is very certain that at ver. 16.,the 
marriage of a brother's wife is forbidden, and 
as the wife's ſiſter is thereby virtually or im- 
plicitly forbidden to marry the erg huſband, 
it might be ſuppoſed that there was little oc- 
caſion to mention the wife's lter in direct 
terms afterwards, ver. 18. But the neceſſity 
of this is apparent, wheh we recollect the 
precedent of Jacos, which the Jews would 
probably have urged againſt an nterpretative 
prohibition of ſuch a thing, at ver. 16. It 
was. certainly no fin in IA con, becauſe. there 
was no /aw againit it; but after this few 
| law, 1 it could not be done .witbout fin, fo fora 

is the tranſereſſion of the law. 100 

As there was but one man and one woman | 
at firſt, the peopling of the world muſt have 
been carried on between much nearer rela- 
tions, and therefore there could be no law, to 
forbid: marriages. of this. ſort. 80 after the 
flood, when but e:gh perſons, and thoſe all of 
one family, were left of mankind, we fin 
for many ages, no laws enacted againſt; mar- 
rying within thoſe degrees of relationfbiy, 
which were afterwards expreſsly prohibited. 
But when, the L, rr cealed, the thing ſelf 

ot of Was 


# 


; 11 1 18% 115 2 


After the edel. the i Ijroclites were reſtraihed' from 
marrying within certain degrees of conſanguinity, which 
| had been, till then, permitted, to prevent thei 15 taking 
wives 
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was to ceaſe, as demonſtrably appears by Gop's 
enacting the poſitive laws againſt marrying 
within certain degrees of conſanguinity and 
affinity ; ſubje& nevertheleſs, like all other of 
His general laws, to ſuch exceptions, re- 
ſtraints, or qualifications, as He in his in- 
finite wiſdom fhould fee expedient. Some of 
chem carry their own reafons with them, 
others do not, but doubtleſs all equally wiſe, 
as equally the diſpenſations of Omniſtienee. _ 
By the way, I cannot help obſerving it as 
a very extraordinary thing, that the Chritian 
churches fhould adopt one part of the law 
reſpecting marriages, and pay no regard to the 
reſt of it. They have made the eighreentb 
chapter of Leviticus, from ver. 6 to ver 18, 
incluſive, a part of our religion; ſo Exod. 
xx. 14. and ſome other paſſages of the law. 


But why this, and not the reſt of the whole * 


law of Gop, where marriage, as His ordinance 
relating to all mankind, is coneerned? Is not 
this proceeding of Chriftian chrurchmen, like 
that of the Jewiſb, Mal. ii. 9. where Gop 
complains — Je have not kept my ways, but 
dave been partial in the law The man wh 


3 from among the idolatrous nations with whom they 
This was the reaſon which Akrabam gave, for chuling * 
a wife for Iſaac from his own kindred, Gen. xxiv. 3, 
ſeq. and his deſcendents for following his example, Gon. 
xxviii. 1, & alib. but which was now entirely ceaſed, b 
their being ſo multiplied ; fo that they could eaſily 
wives, without being neceffitated to marry their near rela- 
tions, or to contract marriages with the heathen. See 
Ant. Univ. Hiſt. vol. iii. P. 140. | þ 


renders 
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renders a fohd reaſon for adopting Exod. xx. 
to ver. 17, incluſive, and Lev. xviii. from 
ver. 6 to ver. 18, inclufive, as well as many 
other parts of that chapter, and at the ſame 
time rejecting Exod. xxii. 16. and Det. xxit. 
28, 29, as touching the moral intendment of 
them, will perform a very difficult taſk, un- 
leſs he can prove that marrying a wife's fifter, 
for inſtance, is a greater crime, and of more 
_ evil tendency to mankind, as well as. more 
inimical to the intereſts of civil facrery, 
than enticing @ vis gin —debaucbing her—and 
then * abandoning her to infamy and profiity- 
fution ; or, that though this was a fin in th 
9555 of Moſes, yet it is xo fn now, and there- 
fore the poſitive commandments which Gop 
enacted to prevent it, are no longer to be 
conſidered of any force or obligation. 
It is true, that we do not keep preciſely the 
+ ſeventh gay, as the Chriſtian Sabbath, looking 
1 upon 


7 This is what the 7ews do not ſuffer to be done ta 
| this hour—if 'a fngle man debauches a virgin, he is 
_ obliged to marry har—if a married man does ſo, he is 
obliged to maintain her 85 Jong.s he lives, This in coun. 
tries where polygamy 18 not allowed; in others, whereit is 
allowed, he mutt marry ber. Surely, in this reſpeA, they 
* riſe in juqggment againſt this generation, aud candeayn 
37 9 9 8 


_ + I have lately ſeen a MS, of that laborious ealeulator. 
and chronalogift, Mr. Kennedy, in which he would prove, 
that what we call Sunday, is the true original Sabbath. 
This is very clear, that the week was divided into ſengr 
days, ſo early as at the creation of the world (ſee Gen. i.); 
that cagh day is diſtinguiſhed by the works which Gon _ 
' wrought therein; that the day on which Gon is ſaid ia 


* 


*% a 


7 we | 


upon the fourth commandment, in that res 


ſpect, as ceremonial, typical, or prefigurative 
of ſomething elſe (whether rightly or no does 
not come within my preſent deſign to con- 
ſider); but as to the moral part, which ſanc- 
tifies a given portion of our time for the pub- 
lic worſhip of Him to whom we ſtand in- 


debted for all, we very rightly look upon this- 


as the bounden duty and ſervice of C riſtians, 
as well as Jeu, till time ſhall be no more. 
So with regard to the ſum of y /hekels, 
or the dower according to the dowry of vir- 
gins, (ſee Exod. xxii. 16. Deut. xxii. 29.) 
this may be ſet down among the cere- 
monial or temporary obſervances of what 


may be called, to this purpoſe, the Jewiſb 


law. But with reſpect to the moral intend- 
ment of thoſe laws in Exodus and Deutero- 
nomy, which was to eſtabliſh, ratify, and con- 


firm the marriage-ordinance in the fullneſs of 
its obligation Hey fhall be one fleſh—to pre- 
vent men from abandoning women to whore- 
dom and proſtitution, and all the bitter con- 
ſequences of ſeduction and dereliction, thoſe 


laws ought to be as binding on the conſci- - 
ences of mankind, as the mora/ityof the fourth 


reſt from all His work that He bad mats, 10 called the 


ſeventh day, which he hallowed and ſancti fad on that ac- 


count; that the fourth commandment recites all this, as 


the reaſon for its being kept holy; that the Jets have 


at all times obſerved our Saturday as the ſeventh day or 
Sabbath; that its Greek name EZdCCalor, and its Latin 


name Dies Sabbathi, W denoted the Fewi/h SABBATH 3 
all Sunday, is in the New Tefta- 
ment called Mia ZaCCa]oy, the fir/? day of the week—ergo, 


and that the day we cal 


it cannot be the ſeventh, . ; 
| 3 commandment 


rk 
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commandment, or of any other law of Gon 
whatſoever. To theſe purpoſes they are ads 
much moral laws as any of the ten commang= 
ments, If this be not the cafe, why do we 
waſte the time of public worſhip in cauſing 
theſe chapters to be red over to the people? 
Deut. xx11. is our firſt leſſon for the evening- 
ſervice every 4th of March ; as is Exod. xxii. 
for every 8th of February in the morning. 
But it would be very ſtrange if the miniſter 
was to preface with Good people; ye are 
e afſembled here to hear the word of Gop; 
« but ye are not to mind what ye hear; be- 
*««. cauſe the protection of females from the 
„ luſt, villainy, treachery, and cruelty of 
« men, is no longer an object of the 
« laws which I am going to read to you: 
«© They bound the Jews, but we Chriſtians 
* have nothing to do with them.” Dread- 
ful as ſuch language would be to hear, it ſays 
no more, than every man does, who con= 
tends for the obſoleteneſs and abolition | of 
theſe wiſe, holy, and falutary proviſions for 
female ſecurity. 1 

With reſpect to the New Teſtament, the 
ſubject of polygamy, ſimply confidered, is 
not ſo much as mentioned, either as good or 
bad. The more I have ſearched, the more 
I 'am convinced that it is not to be found, 
unleſs incidentally in the epiſtles to Timothy 
and Titus, and there only hinted at as the 
poſſible ſituation of certain people. Nor is 


there the leaſt occaſion it ſhould be men- 


tioned, as it was amply explained and deter- 
. Nö 
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minately ſettled in the /aw which <0as giver 
by Meſes (ſee John i. 17.) ; where we do not 
find it ſaid, that one /aw was given by Moſes, 
and another law by Feſus Chrift ; but O wuos, 
THE LAw—which, in the connection it 
ſtands, muſt ſignify the whole /aw—all the 
law which Gop ever ordained or revealed to 
mortals - was given by MosEs; Grace—to 
pardon the tranfgreſſions of that law; Truth 
—to fulfil and anſwer every demand of its 
moral requirements, as well as every ceremo- 
nial pretiguration—came by JEsUs CHRIST. 
Heb. ix. 15. Col. 8. 17. "8 that CHRIST 
is the end of THE Law for righteouſneſs to 
every one that beheveth. Rom. Xx, 4. 

However, as it is almoſt univerſally taken 
for granted, that © though polygamy might 
«© be allowed under the Old Teſtament, yet 
« it is forbidden under the New Teſta- 
« ment;” and as this opinion is as preva- 
lent as that of tranſubſtantiation, and the wor- 
hip of the Virgin Mary, are in the church 
of Rome, and for centuries were in the church- 
of England, let us proceed farther to exa- 
mine the foundation upon which it ſtands. 

In the firſt place, I cannot find, or even 
N an inſtance in which the writings 
of the apgſtles of CHRIsT contradict thoſe of 
Moses and the pRoPHETS. If there could 
be ſuch a thing, both muſt be rendered fuſpio 
_ crous—one muſt be faljſe—both ſides of a 
contradiction cannot be true. The 4 
ries of revelation have long fried, as they 


have earneſtly wiſhed, to find ſuch a W 
3 8 . at 


[ *3 T4. 
but in vain! God forbid that its end. 
ſhould even imagine it poſſible! ' If it be 
true, that the ſcriptures of the Old Teſta- 
ment are able to make us wiſe unto ſalvation *, 
2 Tim. iii. 15. it muſt be becauſe they con- 
tain the lau and the goſpe!; for no man can 
be worſe unto ſalvation without the knowledge 
of theſe. They certainly contain 4o*4—the 
227. was preached unto ABRAHAM, Gal. iii. 

; to the IsRAELITEs under the Old Teſ- 
tament, as well as to us under the New Teſ- 
tament. Heb. iv. 2. We have the ſame ſpi- 
rit of faith, 2 Cor. iv. 13. and doubtleſs the 
ſame object of faith, 1 Cor. x. 4. Numb. xxi. 
9. with John iii. 14, 15. Wherefore it is 
not to be conceived, that Gop ſhould leave 
the herrs 4 ſalvation in a ſtate of ignorance 
touching the orginal inſtitution of marriage, 
or of the meaning of thoſe pgitive laws which 
were to enforce it (and this after the giving 
of the law for 1500 years together) any more 
under the Old Teſtament than under the 
New Teſtament. It muſt be as neceſſary for 
a Jew, in order fo be wife unto ſalvation, to 
know Gop's mind and will on theſe intereſt- 
ing and important ſubjects, as for a Chriftian. 

Each muſt be judged by the ſame law each 

ſaved, though under different diſpenſations 
of it, by the ſame goſpel. _ ha] N 

* The Apoſtle adds id visto 7h; ir Xpis Incof 
— through faith which is in ChRTSH I xsus, i. e. believing 
Him to be the Mess1an. For want of believing which, 
_ the apoſtate Jes were not made wiſe unto ſalvation by 

the ſcriptures of the Old Teſtament, f 
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As little probable is it, that He ſhould al- 
low His own beloved children to fly in the 
face of His authority, and live in the breach 
of His po/itive law, for ſo long a period, 
without the leaſt check or reproof, when 

art of His gracious covenant runs in theſe 
words, Pſ. Ixxxix. 30. If his children forſake 
my LAW, and walk not in my JUDGMENTS; | 
if they break my STATUTES, and keep not my 
COMMANDMENTS ; Zhen will I viſit their 4 
fences with the rod, and their fin with ſcourges. 
There are inſtances enough 45 this for ot 
things —witneſs DAvip's broken bones, Pſ. U. 
8. for his adultery with BATHSHEBA, and 
murder of UrRtan. But where is there one 
inſtance of it for polygamy ? Wherein did 
Gop ever puniſh it? David died as ro E 
a Chriſtian believer as St. PaurL did; witneſs | 
his /aft words, 2 Sam. xxiii. 5; and yet, 
amidſt all the explicit confeſſions he made 
in the moſt ſolemn hours of his repentance, 
he does not once * bewail the polygamy he 
lived in; nay, almoſt the laſt act of his life 


was an act of polygamy, in taking 4 ABISHAG | 


* Which is very ——— and indeed unaccount- 
4 if to have more than one wife at a time be, a mortal 
ſin. The character alſo which we have of David, 
I Kings xv. 5. has, upon this principle, a degree of 95 
ſcurity, which muſt render it wholly unintelligible— for 
how can it be ſaid of a man, who lived and died in an 

open, avowed, wilful, and continued courſe of delibe- 
rate iniquity, "that he did that which was right in the eyes 
of the LoRD, and turned not aſide from any thing that He 
commanded -him all the days of his life, ons ONLY in the 
matter of URIAH the HIT TIT E? | 1 
the 


* 


1 

the Shunamite to lie in his boſom, his wife 
BATHSHEBA heing then living. For though 
it be ſaid, 1 Kings 1. 4. that he knew her not; 
yet it plainly appears, by what SoLomoN 
faid, 1 Kings ii. 22, 23. that ſhe was ſo be- 
rrotbed or efpouſed to DA vip, as to be looked 
upon as 4:s wife. Accordingly ſhe be- 
longed to the crown; was to be at the diſpo- 
ſal of the ſucceſſor ; and therefore Aponijan, 
. Who was elder than SoLoMoNn, by aſking for 

ABI$SHAG, the late king's widow, to wit, is 
treated as having a treaſonable deſign againſt 
the crown itſelf, and is put to death as a 
traitor. RF <2 4 | 

Is it then conceivable that polygamy, al- 
lowed of Gop uninterruptedly through ſo 
many ages and generations with impunit 
and even approbation, ſhould all of a ſud- 
den ſtart up into a mortal fin, by the ſeventh 
commandment's receiving a conſtruction 
which it never before had—which was ne- 
ver before given to the words in which it 
was conceived? How could our lives and 
properties be ſecure, if time could alter the 
meaning of our penal ſtatutes ?!—who will 
draw the line, and fay how much or how 
little time is neceſſary to effect this? But if 


ſuch can be the caſe with the moral law of 5 


Go, then was the P/a/mift miſtaken in call- 
ing it perfect (Pf, xix. 7.) for it is changeable,” 


„ Comp. Deut. xxii. 23, 24. where @ bjtrothed vir- 
2 8 the man's wife, ſo as to make it gdultery to 
eſile ner. | 60 | 


- 
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Then is it leſs to be depended on than «al 
laws of the Medes and Perfians. Efth. i. 19, 
—]leſs ſacred than the decree of an | earthly 
monarch, Eftb. viii. 8. Dan. vi, 15. If this 
be the caſe, what man can haye any ſecurity 
for his peace In order therefore to avoid 


| ſomething worſe than ab ſurdity, we muſt con- 


clude, that the original in/titution of marriage, 
and the ſeventh commandment of the deca- 


logue, mean neither more nor leſs, where 


Chriſtians are concerned, than where the 
Fews were or, in other words, they mean 
preciſely one and the /ame thing under the 


. New Teſtament as under the Old Teſtament. 


By taking texts here and there in the New 
Teſtament, and detaching them from their- 


reference to and connection with, the Old 


Teſtament, many herefies have ariſen; as 
Arianiſin, Socinianiſin, and perhaps moſt others, 
Ye do err, not knowing the ſeriptures. 80 
with regard to marriage—becauſe CHRIS . 
faid—Some make themſelves eunuchs for the 
kingdom of heaven's ſake : he that is able to re- 

cerve it, let vim receive it (Matt. xix. 12.) 


and St. PAV IT, 1 Cor, vii. 1. and in other 


ere, of that chapter, ſpeaks in favour of a 


* ny „ with ceſper to the then direfſed 
neal t h 


e church (yer. 26) there were mul- 


titudes of people, in the early & ages of Ci. 


 Hranity, 


* 6 There aroſe in the church from antient times, ſeQts | 
et of heretics, who condemned wine, and the uſe of ani- 
* mal] food, and marriage; and not only herettcs, but 


< the orthodes alſo, ran into extravagant notions oy the 
« ſame 
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tianity, who took theſe things in a wrong 
ſenſe, and found out that marriage was a 


* carnal thing, and forbidden by the Ne 
«© Teſtament, as unbecoming the purity. of 
« that diſpenſation :” little reflecting, thit 


the command of creaſe and multiply, and the 
inſtitution of marriage as the means thereof, 
were the diſpenſations of Gop Himſelf to 
our firft parents when they were in a ſtate of 
perfect innocence, and. therefore could not 
be incompatible therewith, | 

That venerable man John Trapp, on 1 Cor. 
vii. 8. ſays—*<* The blemiſh will never be 
«© wiped off ſome of the antient “ fathers, 
« who, toeſftabliſh their own idol of I know 
not what virginity, which they themſelves 
* had not, have written moſt wickedly and 
*© baſely of marriage.” To ſay truth, I can- 
not conceive any man's conſcience to be more 


taken captive by the devil (2 Tim. ii. 26) than 


e ſame kind, crying up celibacy and af garment life be- 


„ yond meaſure, together with rigid and uncommande 


* auſterities and macerations of the body. (Fortin, 


Rem. vol. i. 278. )—Chr1i/t therefore, as we may con- 
6c jecture, was preſent at a marriage-feaſt, and honoured 
<< 1t with the miracle of turning water into wine, that it 
* ſhould ſtand in the geſpel as a confutation of theſe 
©. fooliſh errors, and a warning to thoſe who had ears to 
<6 hear, not to be deluded by ſuch fanatics. St. John, 
„ who records this miracle, lived to ſee theſe falſe doc- 
„ trines adopted and propagated.” Ib. | 
„Jerom, Ambroſe, and other fathers, have de- 
, claimed againſt, matrimony, and recommended monk- 
% jth abſtinence almoſt as much as Manes, and have 
« employed almoſt as inſignificant arguments.” Id. 
vol. ii. p. 69. 1 ; GE 
5 1 . 
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his is, who is brought under a perſuaſion 
that celibacy is more pure and holy, and, as 
ſuch, more acceptable to Gop than marriage. 
Such a one, who, under this perſuaſion, ab- 
ſtains from marriage, lives in perpetual “ op- 
poſition to that command which was given 
with a bling from Gon—zncreaſe and mul- 
tiply, and repleniſh the earth, &c. This was 
at the original creation of male and female 
upon earth. Gen. i. 27, 28. And again, at 
the renewal of the earth after the deluge, this 
commandment ſtands, Gen. ix. 1, 7. repeated 
zwice. Now can an oppoſition to ſo poſitive, 
ſo expreſs, ſo reiterated an ordinance of Hea- 
ven, be reckoned a conſtituent part of rigb- 
teouſneſs and true holineſs? What is this, 
but to fly in the face of the divine wiſdom and 
goodneſs, and to eſteem ourſelves wiſer and 
bolier than the Logp of all? So thoſe who 


* Dr. Alexander, Hiſt. Wom. vol. ii. p. 269. intro- 
duces what he there ſays on the ſubject of emaſculation 


on a religious account, with this pertinent and ſenſible 


obſervation : 


«© The two ſexes were evidently intended for each 


other, and cond # and multiply was the firſt great 
command given them by the Author of Nature. But 
„ ſuppoſe no ſuch command had been given, how it firſt 
<< entered into the mind of man, that the propagation, 


or continuation of the ſpecies was criminal in the 


eye of Heaven, is not eaſy to conceive. Ridiculous, 
% however, as this notion may appear, it is one of thoſe 
which early inſinuated itſelf amongſt mankind, and 
<< plainly demonſtrated, that reaſoning beings are moſt 
apt to deviate from nature; and not only to diſobey 
<< her plaineſt dictates, but, on pretence of pleaſing the 
© Author of Nature, to render themſelyes for ever in- 
ef obeying eng. 

1 e prefer 
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prefer a life of ſo/izude to matrimonial con- 
nection, as Bolier and better, how much Bolier 
and better do they make themſelves than 
Him who ſaid It is NOT GOOD for man tobe 
alone? It is remarkable that the reiterated 
command for the propagation of the ſpecies 
ſtands, Gen. ix 7. in direct connection, 
as it were, and immediately following af- 
ter the poſitive law againſt murder + as pri- 

vation of life is an offence againſt this, 
prevention of life is ſomething very like 
it, and therefore fitly placed near it in the 
ſacred code. 

Some of the fathers were wild enough to 
ſay — hoc dictum, ratione multitudinis liberorum, 
pertinere ad tempora ante CHRISTUM, non d 
nos qui alio vivimus avo—mundum jam non de- 
Aderare 1L L UD CRESCITE ET MULTIPLI- 
CAMINI. * This command, by reaſon 
of multiplying children, belonged to 

* the imes before CHRIsT, not to us, who 
*© liye in another age the world does not 
„ now want that ſame—Be fruitful, and mul- 
" 1 Such were the deluſions of Ferom 
er tullian—Cbryſaſtom — Cyprian — Oecume- 
nius, &c. Bernard, in Cant. Serm. 59. thus 
gloſſes on the words—T; be poice of the turtle 
75 heard, &c.; which he ſays is the preach- 
* ing of continence, reſpecting thoſe who caſ- 
*« trate themſelves for the kingdom of hea- 
ven. At the beginning that voice was not 
* heard, but rather increaſe and multiply ; for 
"8 barrennefſs was 1 to a curſe ; poly- 
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* gamy was * allowed, &c. His words are 
* Vox turturis audita eſt, quæ eſt predicatio 
«« continentiz, eos, qui fe caſtrant propter 
«« regnum cœlorum, ſpectans; cum ab initio 
* vox iſta non fit audita, ſed magis—creſcite 
« & multiplicamm, ſterilitas etiam maledic- 
«« tioni fuit ſubjecta, polygamia conceſſa, &c.z 
but all this is now at an end, ** quia hodie, 
% repleto mundo, non tam fit neceſſaria 
« quam olim“ “' becauſe now, the world 
ce being filled (with people) it is ꝙ not ſo ne- 


* This ſame St. Bernard, abbot of Clairval, 'from + 
whom the C:/tertian monks derived the name of Bernar- 
dins, was one of the moſt eminent among the Latin wri- 
ters of the 12th century. He was a man of genius, 
taſte, and judgment, in ſome reſpects, in others weak 
and ſuperſtitious. See Moſh. vol. i. 50 1. A pretty clear 
proof of the latter part of his character lies before us. 
His confining the command — Be fruitful and —— 
to the days of the Old Teflament, is certainly a maſter-ſtroke 
of folly and weakneſs however, his acknowledgment of 
the allowance of polygamy as a concomitant of that com- 
mand, is much more ſcriptural and conſiſtent, than the 
comments of ſome more modern expoſitors (or rather ex- 
poſers) of the ſcriptures, who contend for the obligation 
and eee of the command itſelf, but deny the 
permanency and obligation of thoſe laws which the di- 
vine wiſdom enacted for its regulation. ü f : 
+ De liberis ſerendis non ita ſolliciti erant Chriſtiani, 
ut ob id ſoliim ducende uxoris neceſſitatem ſibi impone- 
rent; ideo quod finem ſeculorum de proximo inſtare ſuſ- 
picarentur. Tertull. de Monogamia. Creſcite & redundate 
evacuavit extremitas temporum. See Pole Synop. in 1 Cor. 
vii. 1. ©© The Chri/tians were not ſo folicitous concern- 
ing the propagating children, as if, on that account 
4 alone, they were to lay a neceſlity on themſelves to 
& marry, becauſe they might ſuſpet the end of the 
„ world was very near. Tertull. de Monogamia. The 
„ (ſuppoſed approaching) end of the times vacated the 
* command of increaſe and multiply. See Pole Syn. 


1 Cor. vii. 1. 
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« ceſſary as formerly.” If the reader has a 
mind to ſee how far folly. and enthufiaſm 
can carry people on theſe ſubjects, let 
him read Tertullian's epiſtles to Euftachius— 
to Gerontius—and againſt Helvetius; Tertul- 
lan on Chaſtity; Chry/o/tom on Virginity ; 
Cyprian on the diſcipline of Virgins ; and 
Oecumentus on 1 Cor. vii.—then he. will be- 
in to find out how MARRIAGE ITSELF was 
vilified, and of courſe what gave riſe to the 
condemnation of ſecond marriages of all ſorts, 
therefore of polygamy, in the Chriſtian church, 
till the church of Rome had the impudence to 
anathematize the man who ſhould ſay, that 
it was nat forbidden by the law of GoD,” (ſee 
Brent. Coun. Trent. p. 784) © juſt as the 
c did thoſe who ſhould affirm, that for a 
*© prieſi to marry was allowed by the law of 
% Gor.” . Ibid. | | | 24811 
The conſequences of all this unnatural 
plan of celibacy are too many to enumerate, 
too & horrible to particularize. It fared with 
| | | numbers 


* It is an obſervation of the excellent authors of the 
Hiſtory of Popery, vol. i. p. 359- that “ the firſt law 
*< againit a certain unnatural vice in England was by An- 
„ {elm Archbiſhop of Canterbury, in the days of William 

Rufus; which ſaid vice ſeems not to have been heard 
© of here till prigſſs were forbidden marriage. However, 
<< they treated it very gently, leaving it leſs penal in a 
«© prie/?, than to enjoy his lawful wife. —-- Secular men, 
* guilty of this crime, were to be abſolved only by the 
« þ;hhop ; but the monks and priefts, it ſeems, might ei- 
& villy abſelve each other. Yet even this canon, ſuch as 
<« jt is, was ſoon after Tecalled, and never publiiaed.“ 
BERNARD, Cent. 12th, ſaid, that ſin was frequent * 

„ | the 
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numbers of the Chriſtians, who did not like 
to retain the divine command in their practice, 
as it did with the heathens, who did not like 
to retain Gop in their knowledge—GoD gave 
them up to uncleanneſs, to diſbonour their own 
bodies hetwween themſelves: who changed the 
truth of Gor into a he, &c. For this cauſe 
Gop gave them up * to vile affettions, &c. 
See Rom. i. 24— 28. When we endeavour 
to ſtop the courſe of a river by laying a dam 
acroſs the ſtream, the effect muſt be, that it 
will either make its way, bearing down all 
before it, or it will make a paſſage over its 
banks, and overflow and deſtroy the country. 
Such is the effect of endeavouring to ſtop the 
natural courſe of thoſe defires which the 
Creator hath implanted in us for the purpoſe 
of carrying His primary command into execu- 
tion. They will bear down all before them, 
or be turned out of their courſe; and then 
follows what the hiſtory of the Popiſb celi- 
bacy abundantly acquaints us with. As this 
is a ſubject too indelicate to dwell upon, I 
will only refer the reader to thoſe books 
which treat thereof; ſuch as Fox's Martyro- 


the b:/hops in his time, and that this, with many other 
abominations, was the effect of prohibiting marriage. 
BurNneT Hift. of Reform. vol. ii. p. 91, zd edit. 
A thouſand inſtances of which might be 2 
ab uno diſce omnes — Pope Siætus V. on the petition of Pe- 
ter Ricu, cardinal and patriarch of Conflantinople, of Fe- 
ronymo his own brother, and the cardinal of St. Luce, 
permitted * unto them and every of them, om with 
© this clauſe—FIlaT UT PETITUR—Let it be done as it 
{© is deſired.” Hie of Popery, vol. ii. 292. ; 
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lagy— The Packets from Rome, collected and 
publiſhed in 7400 volumes quarto, by a Jet of 
gentlemen, 1735, under the title of The Hiſtory 
oF & we vol. ii. e. 437: A work this, 
which is too valuable to be loſt to the pub- 
lic; and therefore, as I fear it is near out of 
print, it were to be wiſhed it ſhould be re- 
printed in as handſome an edition as that 
above referred to. See alſo Burnet Hiſt. Ref. 
vol. i. p. 191. F 
As for thoſe men who have the gi? of con- 
tinency, they, as it appears from the ſerip- 
tures, and all experience, are probably very 
few, at leaſt comparatively ; and thoſ. who 
received it in the days of our LoR D and His 
apoſtles, ſeem to have received this for the 
particular purpoſe of keeping themſelves 4d:/- 
entangled from the affairs of this hife, during 
the infancy and perſecution of the church, 
1 Cor. vii. 7, 17. Such do not want c/oyfters 
and cells for their ſecurity. As for thoſe 
who have * it not, locking them up together 
IS in 


* Theſe certainly conſtitute the bulk of mankind, as 
all, experience throughout all ages ſufficiently ſhews. 
The natural ſtructure of the human body, its natural ſe- 
cretions, &c. which are carried on daily, not by any con- 
trivance or management of the creature, but by the power 
of infinite wiſdom, impreſſed, we know nat how, on the 
wondrous mechaniſm of every part, afford us ſuch phyſical 
reaſons for this, as to amount to demonſtration of the ne- 
ceſſity of marriage in the generality of men. This ob- 
ſervation is abundantly verified by the manner of oux 
SAvIOUR's expreſſion, Matt. xix. 11, 12. where He 
ſpeaks of a power of total abſtinence as the immediate and 
ſpecial gift of heaven, and this for a ſpecial purpoſe, unleſs 

| . 


. 
. 
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in ſuch places, and depriving them of the re- 
medy which Gop commands in marriage, has 
been attended with a two-fold wickedneſs ; 
1. in living contrary to the ordinance of 
Heaven; 2. in gratifying their deſires con- 
traty to the cou: fe of natui e, or at leaſt in ſome 
way which the divine lam hath prohibited. 
Therefore the Apęſile doth not ſay—if hey 
cannot contain, let them ſhut themſelves up, 
or pray that the order of nature may be in- 
verted; butt them marry; it is better 70 
marry than burn : as if he had ſaid—* One or 
* other of theſe muſt be the conſequence.” 
So, when married perſons have ſeparated for a 
while or /eaſon, on ſome religious occaſions — 
come together again, faith he, leſt Satan —_ 
you for your mcontmency. 

From all which it may be extherel, that 
celibacy is not an ordinance of Gop, but a 
ſnare of Satan that marriage is the ordi- 
nance of Gop ; therefore, that a man who 
may marry, and doth not, has no more * war- 
rant from Gop's word to expect that he ſhall 
be kept from vice, than that he would be 


in the caſes He puts of accidental imbecillity, ariſing, in 

ſome, from a defect in their conſtitution, being born eu- 

nuchs; in others, from external violence by the hands of 
men. | 

* For, centinence being none of thoſe graces that are 
promiſed by Gop to all that aſk it, as it was not in a man's 

power, without extreme ſeverities on himſelf, to govern 

his own conſtitution of body, ſo he had no reaſon to ex- 
pet Gop ſhould interpoſe, when he had provided ano- 

ther remedy for ſuch caſes, Burnet Hiſt, Ref. vol. ii. 


p. 915 30 edit. 
kept 
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kept from flarving, if, inſtead of eating and 
drinking, he was to pray that the appetites of 
hunger and thirfl might be totally annihilated, 
The indiſcriminate ꝶ and total prohibition 
of polygamy, as it has no warrant from the 
word of Gop, may alſo be the means of 
plunging many into the miſchiefs of uncom- 
manded celibacy; for many men there are, 
who very early in life marry, — with- 
out all the conſideration which ought to be 
exerciſed in ſo momentous an undertaking— 
many things may happen which may be very 
reaſonable, and indeed unavoidable, cauſes of 
ſeparation from their wives; as for inſtance 
—incurable diſeaſe of mind or body, uncon- 
flog tare violence of temper, perpetual re- 
ractorineſs * of diſpoſition, levity of beha- 
| viour 
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+ If the enacting part of 1 Jac. c. 11. had gone no 
farther than the preamble, and its ſeverity been confined 
to divers evil-diſpoſed perſons, who being married, 
run out of one county into another, or into places. 
* where they are not known, and there become to 
married, having another huſband or wife living, to 
<< the great diſhonour of Gop, and utter undoing of di- 
% vers honeſt men's children, and others” —it would 
have been a wholeſome law, and highly juſtifiable in its 
penalty on ſuch miſcreants ; who are undoubtedly guilty 
of one of the vileſt and moſt injurious fab U 8 
poſſibly be committed. It ſeems to fall within the equity 
of Exod. xxi. 16. for ſuch perſons are a ſort of 4rÞpemo- 
| dis at, or man- ſtealers. | 8 12 
* It is to be feared, that there are not a few females, 
who (like other monopoliſts) take the advantage of the 
poor huſband's ſituation, to uſe him as they pleaſe; and 
this for pretty much the ſame reaſon why the 4, in the 
fable, inſulted and kicked the poor old lion — becauſe it is. 
not in their power to reſent it as they ought, Th 
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viour=-which, though not amounting to fuck 
proof as to be the ground of utter /ega/ di- 
vorce, yet ſuch as may deſtroy the whole 

i BE / comfort 


The advice which king Ahaſuerus received from his 
wiſe men, the ſeven princes of Media and Perſia, upon 
queen Vaſpti's diſobedience, would have an excellent 
effect, could it be followed. Many an high-ſpirited f2- 
male would have too cogent a 27 th againſt the indul- 
gence of a refractory diſpoſition, not to ſuppreſs it her 
pride, which is now the huſband's torment, would then 
become his ſecurity, at leaſt in a great meaſure ; for pride 
is a vice, which, as it tends to /e/f-exaltation, maintains 
uniformly its own principle—not to bear the thoughts of 
a rival. See Eſther i. 10, &c. As things are with us; 
the poor man muſt grind in mola aſinaria during life. 
It is certain, that nothing can be a releaſe from the 
bond of marriage itſelf but death, or an act of adultery in 
the wife. But that a man is at all events bound to main- 
tain the external bond, by .cohabiting with a woman, 
who, inſtead of being an help meet 2 him (as we ſay) be- 
comes, by the violence and perverſeneſs of her temper and 
diſpoſition, a conſtant and increaſing torment, and this 
after the moſt friendly, tender, and kind admonitions—is 
not conſonant either to ſcripture or reſon. 
Some will tell us, that ſuch a thing muſt be looked 
upon as 8 by the will of PROviDence, as a 
chaſtiſement or viſitation from Heaven, and therefore 
muſt be ſubmitted to and endured. | | "oh 
So is ſickneſs from the hand of Gon; ſo are afflitions 
of all kinds, and certainly to be ſubmitted to with pa- 
11 tience and reſignation; yet to uſe means of recovery 
To from fickneſs, and of deliverance from trouble and afflic- 
Fo tion, are apparent duties; and why not in the other 
14 caſe! The great Milton has ſome excellent and ſcriptural 
1 obſervations on theſe points in his Tetrachordon; to 
1 | which I refer the reader. | BY „„ 
4 It was propoſed in the book for reformation of the eccleſi- 
1 i aſtical law, 1552, that Deſertion, long abſence, capital 
1 « enmities, where either party was in hazard of their life, 
| « or conſtant perverſeneſs, or fierceneſs of an huſband 
« againſt his wife, might induce a divorce“ this fell 1 
| | 5 ET 2 e 
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comfort of a man's life. By theſe and 5 
other means, an huſband may be reduced to 
the fituation of an anmarried man, harraſſed 
by the ſame defires, ſubject to the ſame 
temptations; yet his condition 1s ten-fold 
worſe ; the one may marry, the other can- 
the ground by the death of Ed. VI. Burnet Hiſt, Ref. 
vol. ii. p. 198. 


The whole analogy of ſcripture agrees with that ſaying 
of the Apo/tle—Let not the wife depart from her huſband ; 


and again—Let not the huſband put away his wift 1 Cor. 


vii. 10, 11. But then theſe things muſt be conſtrued 
agreeably to the analogy of that wiſtdom which is profit- 
able to direct Eccl. x. 10. They cannot mean, that 4 
wife 1s not to depart from her buſband, who threatens or 
endangers her /ife—nor that an huſband may not ſeparate 
from a wife who obſtinately ſets herſelf to > the plague 


and torment of his, Surely all this is within the equity 


of 1 Cor. vii. 15. and that perſons are not under bondage 
in fee? caſts. . | | EY 

his kind of things falls under a ſort of neceſſity, 
which muſt always interpret the law in favour of ſelf- 
preſervation. Thou ſhalt do no murder —conſtitutes a ca- 
pital offence in the man who wantonly or maliciouſly 
kills another but if a man lays another in his own de- 


fence, it is an excuſable homicide : this from the neceſ- 


fary care which every man has a right to take of his own 
life. The /ip-maſter to whom T intruſt my goods, is 


wicked and baſe, if he wantonly gaſt them into the ſea; 


but if a ſtorm ariſe, and he caſt them out to ſave the ſhip 
from ſinking, he is highly juſtifiable. I would therefore 
argue from neceſſity on the point of ſeparation ; for I can- 
not find any privilege conferred on one creature to make 


another wretched, and that without remedy. Of this 


xeceſſity every perſon muſt judge at his peril ; for—as' the 
old proverb ſays—None can tell where the ſhoe pinches, ſo 


well as he that wears it: but then be it remembered 


that every man ſhall give an account of himſelf to Gov. 
Rom. xiv. 12. If this were conſidered as it ought to be, 
it would certainly be the beſt means of binding both 


parties over to their good behaviour, in all conjugal 


diſputes. 


Vor. I. Iv | not ;--: 
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not: ſo he muſt remain hopeleſs and help- 
leſs, or plunge into vice and miſery, becaufe 
he is debarred of the remedy. which Gop 
hath provided, ſtripped of that undoubted 
privilege with which Gop and nature have 
inveſted him, by the lyes and forgeries of fa- 
thers and councils, &. The Romiſh church 
indeed, at the council of Trent, Ax ATHEMA- 
TIZED all who ſhould fay, that thoſe who 
% have not the gift of chaſtity might marry, 
« in regard that Gop doth not deny the gift 
ce to him that doth demand it.” This anti- 
ſeriptural decree, which directly gives the lye 
to the Apoſtle, 1 Cor. vii. . is founded upon 
a fallacy, which many fall into, from arguing 
without the neceflary diſtinction between 
what Gop can do, and what He vill do. 
That He can do every thing is without a 
doubt; but that we are warranted to expect 
He will do what He hath no where promiſed, 
is not true. Gop could certainly have made 
us to live upon the air; but He hath not: 
meat and drink are abſolutely neceſſary for 
our ſubſiſtence; it would therefore be the 
higheſt preſumption, nay even the madneſs of- 
enthufiaſm, for any man to pray that the na- 
tural appetites of hunger and thirſt might ceaſe, 
and that for the future he might live, not on 
meat and drink, but ſolely by reſpiration of air. 
So, to pray to Him whoſe command is—Be 
Fruitful and multiply, bring forth abundantly in 
the earth, and multiply therem (Gen. ix. 7.) that 
the natural deſire which is to lead to, this may 
be annihilated, and the effect of it deſtroyed, 
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is to petition againſt the divine wiſdom, to ar- 
raign the divine holineſs, and to remonſtrate, 
in effect, againſt having any ſhare in an obe- 
dience to the vine command. Where is there 
here can there be a promiſe, to warrant 
ſo unhallowed a proceeding ? Surely no 
where, but ir the imaginations of thoſe who 


have fallen themſelves, and who want to lead 


others into the ſhare of the devil. When we 


pray againſt what God hath forbidden, no 


doubt we ſhall, in His own way and time, 
obtain grace 70 help in every time of need; but 
when we pray againſt what He has com- 
manded, we tempt Him to deliver us up to, 
the deluſions of our own minds; and our end 
dil be according to our works what that end 

is likely to be, the hiſtories before hinted at 
very ſufficiently declare. 

That there may be ſituations, and ies; 
lar circumſtances, under which it is not only 
lawful; but duty, to pray for continence 1 
mean for entire ſubduction of, and power 
over, our natural deſires - there can be no 
doubt; as where they would lead us to for- 
bidden enjoyment: but then we muſt judge 
of this by the ſcriptures, not by the preju- 
dices, folly, and ſuperſtition of men like vur- 
ſelves: for, at this rate, we may he praying 
that Gop would alter His mind, cliange His 
will, and vacate His commands, in order to 
make way for our oppoſition to them. 
Whereas, this is the confidence that we have in 
Him, that if we aſt any thing ACCORDING To 
His WILL, He heareth us. And if we know 


Ns: that 
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that He hear us, whatſoever we aſe (i. e. Ac- 
CORDING To HIS WILL) we now that we 
have the petitions that we defired of Him. 1 Jobn 
v. 14, 1 

For {thay to pray that he might never 
again feel the appetites of hunger and thirſt, 
or, at leaſt, be enabled to refrain entirely 
from ſatisfying them, would be deſervedly 
reckoned madneſs—but to pray to be kept 
from g/uttony and drunkenneſs, and all forbid- 
den indulgence and exceſs, would be aſking 
according to the will of Gop, and the man 
would have a ſcriptural ground and warrant 
to expect an anſwer of peace. 

So, if a man takes it into his head, that 
thoſe other defires, which Gop hath, for the 
wiſeſt pur poſes, implanted in our nature, are 
finful in themſelves, and, on thrs footing, prays 
againſt them, he is under a ſad deluſion, and 
every petition he utters is no leſs than an ar- 
raignment of the idm and holineſs of the 
great Creator of all. Yet the ir 4 hiſtories 
are replete with miracles wrought by Cori 
and the Virgin Mary, in anſwer to ſuch pe- 
titions ; and no doubt but theſe Hes are moſt 
devoutly believed by thoufands, who make 
men's * traditions, and not Gop's word, the 
rule of their faith. 


Beſides | 


Among the fooleries of the fixth century, an entire 
abſtinence From marriage was held the ſureſt way to Pa- 
radiſe. Women were not even ſuffered to approach the 
altar, nor touch the pall which covered it, unleſs when, 
by the prięſts, it was delivered to them to be waſhed. 


The euchariſt was too holy to be touched by their naked 
hands, , 


11 
Beſides the evils which have been noticed 
as the conſequences of our ſuperſtition on the 
ſubject of polygamy, the utter extinction of fa- 
milies might alſo be mentioned; whereas, 
ſooner than this ſhould be the caſe in Mael, 
we find Gop enacting a peculiar po/pziuve lau, 
in order to prevent it; which ſaid law was 


certainly a virtual command of polygamy in 


many, perhaps in moſt, caſes, as it was very 
rare to find an unmarried man among the 
Few. The law to which J allude, is that of 
Deut. xxv. 5. where the huſband's brother 


was to marry the widow of the deceaſed, if 


he died without children—7hat his name 
might not be put out of Iſrael, Though all the 
reaſons of this law do not now ſubſiſt, there- 
fore the law itfelf, as far as thoſe reaſons 
have ceaſed, hath itſelf ceaſed ; yet it ſerves 
to ſhew us that Gop did certainly allow po- 
lygamy, and even command it, ſooner than ſuf- 


fer inheritances to fail by the extinction of 
families. „ | 


| The end of marriage, ſay ſome, is ſociety 
and mutual comfort; but they are rather an 


ect of marriage, none of the principal end, 


hands, they were therefore ordered, by the canons of the 
church, to have a white linen glove upon the hand in or- 
der to receive it, See Alexander's Hiſt. of Wom. yol. i. 
p. 166. The council of Auxerre, ann. 578, (decrees, 
that women communicate with their dominical, which 


ſome ſuppoſe to have been a linen cloth, wherein they 


received the ſpecies, as not being allowed to receive them 
with the bare hand, ; 2 


See Burnet Hiſt. Ref. vol. ii. p. 76. 3d edit. Alſo 
Chamber ſub voc. Dominical. | 
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which is þrocreation of children, and ſo the 


continuance of mankind, according to the 
firſt inſtitution, Gen. i. 28. As for comfort 
and fociety, they may be between man and 
man, woman and woman, and therefore no 
proper end of marriage. That conjunction 
which cannot anſwer the great end for which 
marriage was ordained by Gop, ſhould not 
prevent or hinder that which can, nor does it 
appear from ſcripture that it wag ever in- 
tended it ſhould. 

Frigidity, or perpetual impotency of gene- 
ration on the man's ſide, is held by our laws, 
a cauſe of divorce a wvinculo matrimonii; 
therefore it is but reaſonable, that a perpe- 
tual impotency of generation (which at a cer- 
tain time of a woman's life may be aſcer- 
tained) in the woman, ſhould be allowed as 
a reaſonable and juſtifiable ground for poly- 
gamy. Folly and ſuperſtition may ſet up an 
objection to this, but nature, reaſon, and 
eripture, all unite in their ſuffrage for the 


truth of the poſition. See Gen. xvi. * 


Gen. xxx. 1—9. 
Among us, if a man be 1 to a Sr 


ren woman, he cannot take another wife 


while ſhe lives, but muſt content himſelf 
with letting his nobility, titles, honours, and 
ſamily be annihilated, and his eſtates eſcheat 
to the crown, under pain and penalty of 

being adjudged a felon if he marries a ſecond 
wife "(living the Ht who might be the 


means of continuing and tranſmitting all 


theſe things toa long and numerous poſterity. 


This 


| B | 

This fooliſh ſuperſtition is like that of 
the Fews in the days of Mattathias, who ſuf- 
fered themſelves ta be ſlaughtered by the 
enemy without reſiſtance, becauſe it was the 
 fſabbath-day, 1 Mac. ii, 32, 383 or like that 
of the Carthufians, who firs entirely on fiſh, 
and would not eat a piece of ofher fleſh (ſee 
1 Cor. xv. 39.) even to ſave their lives. 

The modern Fews are wiſer, for though 
they in general coincide with the govern- 
ment where their lot happens to be caſt, ſo 
that they are polygamous or monogamous, ac- 
cording to the laws of the country they live 
in; yet if a Few be married ten years to a 
woman, and has no child by her, he is at li- 
|  berty to take another, that he may have an 
heir to his ſubſtance ; and in ſo doing he cer- 
tainly is juſtified by the law of Gop ; which 
law we have ſet aſide, and eſtabliſhed our 
own ſuperſtition in its place, which not only 
tends to the annihilation and extinction of 
families, and of courſe to depopulation; but 
is, as elſewhere is more fully obſerved, the 
ſource of endleſs ruin and deſtruction to the 
 aveaker ſex, whoſe ſeducers, if married men, 
are totally exempt from making them that 
amends, and doing them that juſtice, which 
God's law commanded, and which, among 
us Chriſtians, is looked upon as duty to with- 
hold, or rather, as a mortal * fin to comply 
mn As 
* Bellarmine, that great champlon'for The Man of Sin, 


faith—Lib. 4. de Rom. Pontific, „81 Papa erraret præ- 
| | „ «« cipiendg 


„ 


As theſe points are fully treated in other 
parts of this book, I will now proceed to 
ſhew, that the wild notions about marriage, 
which were introduced into the church, bear 
an earlier date than the days of Tertullian, 
and thoſe other fathers mentioned before. 

* There were others,” ſays Mr. Brough- 

ton Hiſt. lib. tit. Marriage who ſimply 
« exclaimed againſt marriage as unlawful 
% under the geſpel. This doctrine was firſt 
“ taught by Saturnilus, a ſcholar of Simon 
« Magus and “ Marcion, but afterwards bet- 
« ter known amongſt the + Encratites ; to 
« theſe may be added the Apoftolics or Apo- 
te tattics, the Manichees, Severians, and many 


© others. The church had great ſtruggles | 


© cjpiendo vitia, & prohibendo virtutes, teneretur ec- 
« dcleſia credere vitia eſſe bona, & virtutes malas, niſi 
tc yellet contra conſcientiam peccare.“ | 

If the Pope ſhould err in commanding vices, and in 
< prohibiting virtues, the church would be bound to 
<c believe that vices are good, and yirtues evil, unleſs 
ce ſhe would fin againſt conſcience.” And again, Cont, 
Barel. c. xxxi. In bono ſenſu dedit CHRISTUS Petro - 
© poteſtatem faciendi de peccato non peecatum, & de 
< non peccato peccatum.”” In a good ſenſe— - 
| 6 CHRIST gave Peter” (and of courſe the Pope) 2 
1 ce power of making that no fin which is ſin, and to 
| 4e make that to be fin which is not a fin.” What bet- 
N ter principle do we proceed upon in the matters here 
i mentioned ? FVV e 
: * Marcion preſcribed to his followers an expreſs pro- 
! hibition of wedlock. See Moſbeim, vol. i. p. 110. edit. 
} Maclaine. One of Marcion's abominable tenets, which 
he laid down to his followers, was, that they ſhould 
c renounce the precepts of the Gop of the Jews.“ Ib, 

+ See Newton on the Prophecies, vol. ii. 442-3. 


5 1 x85 |] 
with theſe antient heretics, who inveighed 
«« bitterly againſt marriage under the gepel- 
«© fiate, and wrought upon many weak minds, 
<« to be guilty of great irregularities, under 
* pretence of a more refined way of living. 
« The church had alſo another conteſt 
« with the Montanifs and. Novatians, about 
« ſecond marriages, theſe heretics rejecting | | 
* them as utterly unlawful.” And indeed 
the eccleſiaſtical hiſtories inform us, that this 
madneſs (for I can call it nothing elſe) was 
carried ſo far, as that ſecond marriages were 
ſtyled no better than whoredom ; and eccle= | 
fraſtical perſons were forbidden to be preſent 
at them on pain of excommunication. . This 
in the very face of the ſcriptures of Gon, 
- which declare juſt as much for ſecond. mar- 
riages as for t. Rom. vii..2, 3. 1 Cor. 
Vii. 39. By all this we ſee what work may 
be made with the ſcriptures, when the ima- 
ginations of men are let looſe, inſtead of com- 
paring ſpiritual things with Aiden and mak 
ing Gop the interpreter of His own word. 
As for the practice of polygamy among the 
firſt Chriſtians, it was . very * fre- 
F248 aff quent; 
* So it ſhould ſeem to have been in times long after 
them, not only among the laity, but the clergy 1183 for 
Pope Sylveſter, about the year 335, made an ordonnance, 
that every prieſt ſhould be the huſband of one wife only. 
So. in the fixth century, it was enacted in the canons 
of one of their councils, that if any one is married. to 
many wives, he ſhall do penance, See Alex, Hift. - 
Worm, vol. ii. 217, 272. . | £25 
The caſe of Philip Landgrave of Heſſe, as determined 
by the fix reformers, is well — But all theſe things 
| | prove 
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vent ; if not—why did Pavr (1 Tim. iii. 
2. and Tit. i. 6.) recommend the choice of 
_—_ and Deacons from amongſt thoſe who 
u 


t one wife? — What occaſion for this 
caution of the apoſtlès, if none had more 


than one? That the election was to be 


made from amongſt the Chriſtian belie vers, 
there can be no doubt, that is to ſay, of ſuch 
as had been admitted to Saptiſin and the 
Lord's ſupper, and were enrolled as members 
of the Chriſtian church. To ſuppoſe that 
none of theſe had more than one wife, is to 
fuppoſe the apoſtle giving a needleſs rule in 
the election of Biſbops and Deacons. To ſup- 
poſe that any who had more than one wife, 
ſhould be admitted to baptiſm and the Lord's 
ſupper, if CarIsT had forbidden polygamy as 


adultery, is to ſuppoſe a greater abſurdity 


ſill, and that the great apo/tle of the Gentiles 
was leſs faithful to his truſt, than „ 
fuits who refuſed to admit the King of Ton- 

in into the ChRISTTAN church, unleſs he 
would put away all his wives but one: for 
which theſe p/eudo-apoſiles were very juſtly 
driven out of the country. re 

The learned Selden has proved, in his Uxor 


Habraica, that polygamy was allowed, not 


only among the Hebrews, but among moſt 
other nations throughout the world; doubt- 


prove nothing, with reſpect to the lawfulneſs or unlaw- 
Julneſs of the matter in the ſight of Gon: I only men- 


tion them, to ſhew that Chriſtians have, by no means, 


thought always alike on the ſubject. The opinions of 
an inſpired ape are certainly good evidence—to theſe 
let us attend, * * 85 

| leſs 


Lt 1/6. 
leſs among the inhabitants of that vaſt tract 
of Ala, throughout which the go/be/ was 
preached by the great apoſtle of the Gentiles, 


where ſo many Chriſtian churches were 


planted, as well. as in the neighbouring ſtates 
of Greece: yet in none of PAur's cpiſtles, 
nor in the ſeven awful epiſtles which St. Joux 
Vas commanded to write to the /even churches 
in A/ia, is polygamy found amongſt the crimes 
for which they were reproved. Every other 
ſpecies of commerce between the ſexes, is diſ- 
tinctly and often mentioned, this not once, 
except on the woman's fide, as Rom. vii. 33 
but b 
the man's fide, it is inconceivable that it 
ſhould not have been mentioned on 49rb ſides 
equally. 

When St. Paul ſays that a Biſhop or Dea» 
con 1s to be the ee of one wife, it cer- 
tainly carries with it a tacit allowance of 
polygamy, as to the /awfulneſs of it with re- 
gard to * all other men; not that it was „n- 
ful in one more than in another; but this 
was a prudential caution in that diſtrefſed 
and be avs ſtate of the church, that thoſe 
who were to have the management of it, 


Cardinal Cajetan, who diſputed with Luther at 
Augſburg, and who is ſaid to have given a brief, but ju- 
dicious expoſition of the Old and New Teflament, writes 
thus —** Pluralitatem uxorum nuſquam a Deo prohi- 
* beri; adeoque Paulum cum Epiſcopum vetet habere 


$ plures uxores, reliquis concedere.” A plurality of 


$ wives is no where forbidden by Gop : ſo that Paul, 
5 when he forbids a Biſbop to have many wives, allows 
$* it to others. Rainold de lib. Apoc, tom. i. præl. 4. 

| | ſhould 


ad it been ſinful and againſt the law on 


[188 ] 


ſhould have as little avocation and diſtrac- 
tion as the nature of things would admit of. 
Paul does not ſay that a Biſhop or Deacon 
ſhould: not be married, as the church of 
Rome ſays, but that he ſhould be 5 


band of one wife; for however thoſe who 
had more could find time to manage their 
own affairs, they could not be ſuppoſed to 
have leiſure enough to attend the church, 
and its embarraſſed and various concerns, as 
they ought, Upon this principle he ſeems 
to give the preference to thoſe who had 20 
wife, 1 Cor. vii. 32, 33. I would have you 
doit bout carefulneſs. He that is unmarried 
careth for the things that belong ta the Lok p, 
| how he may pleaſe the LorD: but he that 7s 
married, careth for the things that are of the 
world, how he may pleaſe his wife, This cer- 
tainly relates to all CHriſtians, but eſpecially 
to miniſters. The heretics of old took it ſo 
ſtrongly in the former ſenſe, that they held 
marriage unlawful to Chriſtians the Papiſts 
take it ſo ſtrongly in the latter, that it is one 
of the authorities on which they forbid their 

clergy * to marry at all. | 
| There 


*The celibacy of the clergy was among the errors 
of very early date, for Paphnutius, a venerable confeſſer 
and prelate, who aſſiſted at the Nicene council, which 
was held ann. 325, where there was a diſpute, whether 
„ ecclefiaſiics thould not ſeparate from their wives, 
„ Which they had married while laymen, ſaid Sa- 
tis eſſe ut qui in clerum fuiſſent adſcripti, juxta vete- 
rem eccleſiæ traditionem, jam non amplius uxores duce- 
rent,—** It was ſufficient that they who were inrolled 

| © among 
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There are ſome who interpret the above 


paſſages (1 Tim. iii. 2. and Tit. i. 6.) to 
mean, that a Biſbop or Deacon ſhould, if a 
widower, have had but one wife, or have been 
but once married; and this upon the ground 
of what is ſaid, 1 Tim. v. 9. concerning the 
women who were to be choſen to the office of 
Deaconeſſes—Let not a woman be taken into the 
number' under ſixty years, having been the "_ 
of one man. There are alſo thoſe, who, on the 
authority of theſe paſſages, hold it unlawful 
for a miniſter * to marry a ſecond time on the 

9 0 5 | loſs 


% among the clergy, according to the antient tradition of 
& the church, ſhould no more marry.” Clerical celibacy, 
and the condemnation of polygamy, ſtand on one and 
the ſame footing, and that a very /ame one ; that is to, 
ſay, on the antient tradition of the church ; ſo did the re- 
ligion of the Scribes and Phariſees, and ſo do the ſuperſti- 
tions of the church of Rome to this day. 4 
Piaphnutius's ſpeech on the occaſion is to be found in 
Jortin, Rem. vol. ii. p. 249. Though what Papchnutius 
ſays may rather apply againſt the c/ergy marrying a ſecond. 
time, yet thoſe to whom he ſpake muſt be ſuppoſed. to 
have holden it unlawful for the clergy to marry at all, 
elſe how could they be for their ſeparating from the 
wives they took when laymen? ES | 
However, eventhe partial prohibition of wives to the cler- 
_ gy did not ripen into a decree, till about 85 years after, 
when Siricius, biſhop of Rome, ordained, that if a cler& 
married a widow, or a ſecond wife, he ſhould. be diveſted of 
his office. For many hundred years this was not obſerved, 
*till Gregory VII. called Hildebrand, by cruel decrees. of, 
excommunication, deprived miniſters of their lawfu! 
wives, and compelled the clergy to the vow of continency. 


n ery, vol. i. 21. 


hether 8 this point ſo far as the anony-" 


mous anſwerer to Luther, Tr. de digamia Epiſcoporum, I 
cannot ſay ; but he declares—** Mortaliter peccant qui 
«© bigamos (ſacerdotes ſcil) eceleſiæ ſtipendio ſuften- 

: | oy tant.“ 
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loſs of his I wife, and unlawful alſo for any 


woman to marry. again on the loſs of her 
| | | | huſband. 


cc tant. They ſin mortally who ſupport clergymen 
<< that have been twice married, with the allowance or 
<« ſtipend of the church.” ——Again—*< Peccant qui 
< fcientes ex bigami ore verbum Dei pollui audiunt.“ 
< They fin, who knowingly hear the word of Gop pol- 
6“ Juted, by the mouth of a miniſter who has been twice 
< married. Again“ Bigamus cenſendus eft, non 
<« ſolum is qui duas duxit virgines, ſed & viduam aut 
c aliter corruptam. He is to be reckoned a bigam:/?, 
% not only who has married two virgins, but alſo he that 
© hath married a widow, or a woman otherwiſe cor- 
& rupted.” 8 | 
His concluſion breathes the true ſpirit of ignorance, 
ſuperſtition, and blind zeal. —** In ſumma—quicun- 
que proprias voluptates, & luxuriæ exactionem, apoſ- 
4c foli verbis & patrum honeſtis præponit decretis, non 
& tamen ſacerdotis aut eceleſiaſtico ſtipendio cedere dig- 
& num putat, is non ſolum tolerandus non eſt, ſed ad 
4 corvos abigendus, quo non ovis morboſa totum cor- 
% rumpat ovile, & tam laudabilem, bonam, & longævam 
„ conſuetudinem peſtilenti ſuo defædet exemplo. 
& In fine, Whoſoever prefers his own pleaſures, and the 
& requirements of luxury, to the words of the apo/tle” 
(we muſt here ſuppoſe 1 Tim. iii. 2. and Tit. i. 6. 
to be meant) and to the decent decrees of the fathers, 
< and yet doth not think proper to depart from the- 
« miniſtry, or his eccleſiaſtical ſtipend, is not only not 
& to be tolerated, but to be driven away to the crows” 
(we ſhould ſay, thrown to the dogs) -e that one ſcabby 
« ſheep might not mar the whole flock, and defile, by 
© his own peſtilent example, ſo laudable, good, and an- 
„tient a cuſtom.” | | | 
t WiLLiam WhisTon, of famous memory, who, in 
an early part of the preſent century, was the great reviver 
and patron of the Arian herefy in this country, and 
might be called Dr. CLarKkE's maſter, in this branch of 
blaſphemy ; has left us ſome very remarkable matters on 


record. Pp 
Z | One 


83 


% Chriſtianity be plain, not only from copies of thoſe 


To. - 
hufband. Theſe ridiculous opinions owe 
their birth to the before- mentioned cauſe, of 


One is, that the New' Teſſament is the only rule of 
faith, and criterion of truth among Chri/tians—and this 
to be interpreted by apaffolical tradition. Another is, 
a leſſon to all Clergymen, who are ſo profligate as to ſub- 
ſcribe the doctrine of the Trinity, as held by the Church 
of England, though they do not believe it; and this, 
that they may gain admiſſion to thoſe preferments, 
which, on ſuch terms, they have no right to hold — 
for Whiften, very fairly and honeftly, gave up his pro- 
feſlorſhip at Cambridge, ſooner than diſſemble, or give 
up his opinions; for which he is to be Honoured, as an 
honeft man, however miſtaken he might be in his religious 
notions. Dr. Samuel Clarke, his pupil, died Refor of 
the valuable living of St. James's. | Fi? 

Another matter which }/h:/ton left behind him, ſeems 
to be a boxe for the Clergy, which thoſe would do well to 
pick, who, with the ingenious William M biſton, are for 
ſetting up a new wy law, or law of the goſpel, of 
which Mi and St. Paul are the legiſlators. 5 

Mi ton s words are as follow It may not be amiſs, 
here to take notice of that Chriſtian law, for the mar- 

<< riage of the clergy but once; which is now ſo fre- 
© quently broken by Prote/tants, and gives the Papiſis 


<< a great handle againſt them, as obſerving no rules for 


has 1 their inclinations of that kind. I ſay, the 
roteſtants do allow their clergy, not only to marry 


© more than once, but to act as Clergymen after ſuch 


e ſecond marriages, without the leaſt permiſſion under 
© the goſpel for ſo doing. Now, though the law » 


6 laws of Moſes, which oblige Chriſtians; but from the 
& preſent New Teſſament, the apoſtolical conſtitutions, and 
the known interpretation and practice of the bur fir/? 
te centuries, that Biſhops, Prieſts and Deacons, are allowed 
© to marry:butionce; yet am not I ſure, but they might 
<< marry a ſecond time without reproach, if they volun- 


&< tarily. degraded themſelves, and reduced themſelves 


among the laity; in whom ſecond marriages were not 
condemned; though I confeſs, I do not remember one 
[ REC MH _ example 


o 


„ 
taking words by the ſound, inſtead of the /enſe 


— the uſual conſequenee” of detaching ſcrip- 
ture from ſcripture, not comparing it with 
itſelf, by taking the whole together. By this, 
men may prove—gudlibet ex quolibet—** what 

* they pleaſe from what they pleaſe; —and 
this is the ſheet-anchor of error, as well as 
of many monſtrous practices, and ſo has been 
in all ages; they can be maintained no other 
way. The whole doctrine of tranſubſtanti- 
ation, abſurd as it is in all its parts, is held 
together by the ſound of Hoc eff corpus meum 


t example of ſuch voluntary degradation and reduction 
<« in all Chri/tian antiquity, I am confident, our great 
«« men are, with GErotius, too good critics ; and know 
&« Chriſtian antiquity too well, to pretend that St. Paul's 
<< ordinances, that a Biſhop, a ſy and a Deacon, muſt 
<< be the husband of but one wife, ſignifies but one wife at 
% time; as ſome of our weaker authors are willing to 
4 interpret it. Nor was this conſtitution fo ſevere then 
< as the moderns imagine; for almoſt all the b:1jhops 
<< were originally fifty years of age, e'er they were or- 
% dained. The next order ſeem to have been in general 
<© conſiderably above fifty ; which their very name pre/- 
« byter, i, e. elders of the pariſh or dioceſe, directly ſig- 
4 nifies: and as for the deacons, they were, by parity of 
<< reaſon, to be ſuppoſed between thirty and forty ; which 
% ages, for theſe three orders, when we once reſtore, the 
e objectionsof the moderns againſt this law will come to lit- 
ce tle. I mention this here, becauſe I had once a diſcourſe 
„ with Dr. Clarke upon this head, who looked upon that 
latter interpretation as ridiculous. Nor had he any thing 
<< elſe to alledge for the modern Prote/tant practice, but 
<< that this command might be ſuppoled peculiar to the 
&« firft age of Chriſtianity : which yet, I dare ſay, was a 
<< ſecret to all thoſe fit ages of Chriſtianity; which, ſo far 
<< as I have obſerved, always eſteemed every law of the 
« goſpel to belong equally to all under the 89/pel. from 
© the firſt till the ſecond coming of CHRIST, our legiſator-. 
See WH1STON, Life of CLARKE, p. 140—142 
IG | — This 
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— This is my body.—The ſound of bereticum 
devita, in a Latin verſion of Tit. iii. 10. has 
authorized the moſt barbarous murders. of 
| thouſands, who have been burned alive by 
the inquiſition, under the denomination of 
heretics. It has been made to fignify hare- 
ticum de vitd—an heretic from life ; that 18— 
put bim from life — ill bim.— Thus, by ſepa- 
rating the word devita, and turning the laſt 
two ſyllables into the ſubſtantive vita, the 
eee de juſt anſwered the purpoſe. A 
eſs tragical conſequence of this method of 
interpretation is related by Eraſmus. He 
tells of a friar preaching from thoſe words of 
CR IST, Luke xvii. 17. which ſtand in ſome 
Latin vet ſions — Nonne decem facti ſunt * mundi 
—who began to prove there are ten worlds. 
An arch fellow ſtanding by, ſtopped his 
mouth with the following words—Sed udp. 
ſunt novem ?—But where are the nine | 
It is faid of Sr. Francis, that from the 
words, Go you into all the world, and preach the 
goſpel to every creature, he thought himſelf 
bound to preach to beaſts and birds, and ac- 
cordingly did it very often, and with wonder 
ul ſucceſs, as they tell us in the legend of his 
life. Perhaps it was much on a like prin- 
ciple that St. Anthony of Padha went and 
preached to the f/hes—whoſe diſcourſe to 
them may be found in Broughton Hiſt. Lib. 
vol. i. p. 53. bu Va WED. 
I would juſt acquaint the unlearned reader, that the 
ſubſtantive mundus is a world the adjective mun - 
dus ſignifies clean, | 1 
„ 3 Dr. 
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Dr. Hammond, in his note on 1 Tim. ili. 2. 
ſays—** What is the meaning of was yuan 
* dvyp—the huſband of one: vie both here 
ce and ver, 12, and Tit. i, 6. and of eve d- 
5 Jobe yuvy—the wife of ane huſband—Chap: 
* v. 9. will not eaſily be reſolved.” But 
ſurely all difficulty vaniſhes, when the whole 
is taken together ; and it is obſerved from the 
original in what different tenſes the verbs yi- 
vor and Zip are uſed. This ſhews that the 
apoſtle, 1 Tim. iii. 2, and Tit. i. 6. was de- 
ſeribing the ſituation of the men he was then 
ſpeaking of, as what it then was—and in 
1 Tim. v. 9. that of the widous, as to what 
it had been. 1 Tim. iii. 2. A?, & Tov Exioxo- 

170% EINAI Hide ye "Avipa—A Biſbop ought 
e BE (not to HAVE BEEN) He Guſband F one 
wife; and Tit. i. 6. EI re ET IN wide b. 
0 any BE (1s) the huſband of one wife. 
5iv being of the preſent tenſe, can fignify 
_ what a man it at the time ſpoken gf : 
whereas the ex preſſion concerning the women, 
| 1 Tim. v. 9. is widely different. The wo- 
man is called Xypx, a widaw; and it 1s ob- 
ſervable, that the verb is not expreſſed as be- 
fore, either in the infinitive or indicative 
mood of *Eiu:, 7 be, but by the participle of 
the preteritum, or paſt time, of the verb yive- 
pac, Fo be or become. It is yeyoriia——which we # 
haverightly rendered—having been that is— 
in time paſt having been, or become the wife of 
one man—a Widow, who never had been but 
once married; not—that had not had 7we | 
puſbands at a time; ſuch a thing was hardly. 
10 ove 
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ever heard of, as lawful, even amongſt the 
heathens * themſelves. I would therefore 
harmonize and paraphraſe the whole as fol- 
lows: “ Foraſmuch as all things are to be 
* done decently and in order, (1 Cor. xiv. 40.) 
« but this cannot be, unleſs ſome proper 
% form of government be eſtabliſhed; it is 
«« neceſſary that proper officers be appointed 
% to adminitter that government. Some who 
* are to be—ET/ozoro—overſeers of the 
* whole; others Aitworu—deacons, or infe- 
«rior ſerving miniſters under them. The 
« firſt order of men are to over/ook the cler. 

„ as well as the /aity—to preach the word 


* adminiſter the /acraments, and to have 


power to cenſure evil doers, even as far as 
* excommunication, the church agreeing there- 
« to. 1 Cor. v. 4, 5. Such an office ſhould, 
« doubtleſs, be filled with men of irre- 
«« proachable characters, and of ſuch con- 
duct and diſpoſitions as to be in all reſpects 
hy blameleſs, not only for the better mainte- 
«© nance of their authority, but alſo for the 


Never among Fes, or even Turks, was it permitted 
that the woman ſhould have more than one huſband at 
once. Only among the barbarians there is mention of 
the IloAvardpor, a people fo called, becauſe the wife 
among them had many huſbands. So among the Medes, 
that dwelt in the mountains, it is ſaid a woman was mar- 
ried to five husbands at once. See Hammond on 1 Tim, 
iii. 2. Monteſquieu mentions the tribe of the Naires, oh 
the coaſt of Malabar, where the women have many huſ- 
bands. Sp. of Laws, vol. i. p. 374, octavo. But all this 
is as contrary to nature itſelf, as the cuſtom of ſome of 
the Indian women's drowning their children in the 
Ganges, orexpoling them to wild beaſts to be devoured. 
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influence of their example. As ſuch an 
office muſt moreover require great atten- 
tion, thoſe ſhould be chuſen, who are en- 
tangled as little as poſſible in the affairs of 
this life. 2 Tim. ii. 4. Therefore, though 


for this feaſon /ing/e men might in general 


anſwer the purpoſe beſt, (1 Cor. vii. 33.) 
yet it may be expedient, in ſome inſtances, 
to chuſe married men into the offices of 


* Biſhops and Deacons. Where this is the 
*© caſe, the election ſhould not be made of 


ſuch of the Cryin as haye more than 
one wife, as ſuch a ſituation muſt neceſſa- 
rily involve the perſon in more worldly 


care, than can be conſiſtent with a due at- 


tention to that care, which muſt come upon 
them daily, reſpecting the church. There- 
fore, the having more than one wife ſhould 


always be conſidered as a bar to a man's 


election, either to the office of a Biſhop or of 
a Deacon, (1 Tim. iii. 12.); for though theſe 
laſt may not haveſo extenſive a juriſdiction, 
yet, what with preaching the word —aſſiſt- 
ing the Biſhops and elders—viſiting the 
fick — and diſtributing the church's alms to 
the poor one wie and family is as much 
as can be at all conſidered conſiſtent with 
any tolerable diligence in the duties of a 


Deacon's office. 


\ [1 


« But as the ſick are to be viſited and at- 
tended, as well as the poor relieved, it 


may be neceſlary alſo to appoint omen for 


theſe purpoſes, eſpecially as to attending 


and nurſing the poor of their own ſex. 


«« Theſe 
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Theſe may require many offices highly 


improper for nen to be engaged in; 
though the nurſing cs men, or viſiting and 


relieving them, may very properly fall alſo 
under the care of women. Theſe women 


may alſo be called Aout Thc ENA (ſee 


Rom. xvi. 1.) ſervants or miniſters of the 
"church: Thoſe who are to be deemed 
proper for theſe offices, muſt not be 
young, taw, unexperienced girls; not 


marrled women, whoſe attention belongs to 


their huſbands and families, 1 Cor. vii. 34 
nor the younger widows, who are not arrived 


at a time of life ſuitable to ſuch employ- 


ments, i Tim. v. 11: let theſe marry, to 


keep themſelves out of miſchief, ver. 12, 
13; 14. The only women who are fit to 
be choſen as ſervants or miniſters of the 
church in the reſpects above mentionec, 
ſhould be far advanced in years ; that is to 
ſay, not leſs than 7hreeſcore years old, who 


having buried their huſbands and brought 


up their children, 1 Tim. v. 10. have gime, 
as well as inclination, to devote themſelves 
to the offices of the church. They ſhould 


alſo be ſober and diſcreet perſons, who, by 


their conduct in their younger years, have 
ſhewn their temperance and ſobriety, by 
having contented themſelves with one Bu- 
band, and who, ever after the death of that 


huſband, have ſecluded themſelves from 


any further worldly engagements of that 
ſort, ſo as to be juſtly ſtyled widows indeed; 


« rhough deſolate, yet truſting in Gop (1 Tim. 


O3 v. 5) 
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7 v. 5.) ;; and like Ax x A, Luke ii. 36, 37. 
continuing in ſupplications and prayers night. 
* and day. — This I take to be a conſiſtent 
and clear view of theſe paſſages taken together. 
As we may from hence infer, that there were 
women in the church younger than fxty years, 
by the Apoſtle's expreſs excluſion of thoſe 
under that age from thoſe offices to which 
women were to be choſen ; as alſo that there 
were many who had been twice married, by 
his deſigning thoſe who had been but once 
married for the aforeſaid offices; ſo we may 
as fairly conclude, from his ſaying a 4y/bop— 
Nea ervau—ought to be—and again, if any, Eg 
is or be the huſband of one wife - that there 
were many Chriſtians, not who had had, but 
at that preſent time actually had more than one 
wife, If this had not been the caſe, it would 
have been as much out of the queſtion to. 
have mentioned the having but one wife, as 
to have ſaid, that none ſhould be choſen but 
thoſe who had but one head or one body, when 
it was not to be ſuppoſed that any man had 
moren | 1 - 

As to the conceit, that, what the Apo/ile 
« ſays about the biſbops and deacons, is to 
« prove that no miniſter may marry a ſecond. 
time, it is all but as bad as ſaying, with 

the church of Rome, that he ought not to marry.” 
at all, | . A 
With reſpect to the buſineſs of polygamy, as 
to the thing itſelf, nothing that is here ſaid 
proves it to be more or leſs ſinful in one man 
than in another; that depends wholly on . 

288 * 
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law of God delivered by Moss. Therefore 
the prudential reaſons, for which he evidently 


_ excepted againſt po/ygamfts being elected to 


church-offices, no more affects the matter of 


polygamy, than the excepting againſt women 


under ſixty years old, proves it nful in a wo- 

man to be e ahh or that, becauſe no woman 
was to be choſen to the office of a: deacone/s 
who had been Z40:ce married; therefore it was 
ſinful for the woman to marry again after the 
death of her huſband, contrary ' to 1 Cor. 


Vil. 39. and to the expreſs advice of che 


Apoſtle, 1 Tim. v. 14. . 

As to the ſuppoſed unlawfulneſs of ſecond 
marriages, or the notion, that if a man loſt 
his wife, it was /inful to marry again; this 
began very early in the church, and ſpread it- 
ſelf even to this country. We find in the 

time of Ed. I. * about the year 1276, the 
parliament adopted a conſtitution made by the 

Pope at Lyons, to exclude men that had been 
twice married from all clerks privilege. S0 
that if a man was convicted of felany, who 
would otherwiſe have had bz clergy, and it 


appeared that he had been twice married, he 


was to be executed like other lay-people. A 


ſtatute of 18 Ed. III. mitigated the rigour of 
this law with reſpect to clerks, by. making a. 
ſuggeſtion of b:gamy triable by the ordinary, 


before the juſtices could proceed. But all 


were delivered from'the bondage of ſich laws 


by 1 Ed. VI. c. 12. & 16. which enacts, that 
<p 4 „ 6 = of TH a 5 7114 7 7 yy + FF ' 


daes Burner Hiſt. Ref, vol. ii. p. 323. 
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—“ every perſon, who by any law or ſtatute 
* of this realm ought to have the benefit of 
* clergy, ſhall be allowed the fame, although. 
© he hath been divers times married to any 
% ſingle woman or ſingle women, or to two 
« wives or more, or to any widow or wi- 
46 dows.” . | reg, hs, N 7 N. 4 
Among the ſix famous articles propoſed by 
Henry VIII. to the parliament and con voca- 
tion, one was whether prieſts, that is to 
« ſay, men dedicate to Gop by prieſthood, 


« may, by the law of Gop, marry after or 
© no?” —* After great, long, Tabeisee, 
e and adviſed diſputation and conſultation 
« had and made concerning the ſaid article, 


* as well by the conſent of the King's High- 
4 net, as by the aſſent of the Lords piritual 


« and temporal, and other learned men of his 
« Clergy in their convocations, and by the 
« conſent of the Commons, in this preſent 
% parliament aſſembled, it was and is finally 
« reſolved, accorded, and agreed — that 
« prieſts, after the order of prieſthood re- 
&« ceived as afore, ay not * marry by the law 


8 


In the eighth century, ſome monks pretended, that 
the angel Gabriel had brought twelve articles from hea- 
ven, one of which was, that eceleſiaſtics muſt not marry. 
See Jortin Rem. vol. ii. p. 43. | 24 

In the ninth century, Pope Nicholas I. made a decree. 
to reſtrain prigſis from marrying. The biſhop of Aug/- 
burg wrote a pathetic letter to the Pope, ſetting forth 
the ſad and miſchievous conſequences of taking their 
wives from the prieſts. The letter is at large in Fox, 
vol. ii. p. 392. and well worth reading. He tells Pope 
Nicholas, that his predeceſſor Saint Gregory (i. e. Gre- 
C . | 8 ; | gory 


( 201 ] 
«© of Gop. The enacting part of 31 Henry 
« VIII. c. 14. goes on and ſays— If any 
«« perſon ſhall preach - teach —or obſtinately 
affirm and defend, that any man, after the 
order of prieſthood received, may marry 
% or contract matrimony, he ſhall be ad- 
« judged to ſuffer death, and forfeit lands 
« and goods as a felon ; and if any prieſt do 
« actually marry or contract marriage with 
„ another, or any man that 18 or hath been 
«© a prieſt do carnally uſe any woman to 
«© whom he is or hath been married, or with 
« whom he hath contracted matrimony, or 
* openly be converſant or familiar with any 
ce ſuch woman, both the man and the wo 
% man ſhall be * adjudged felons.” | 


2 


gory IV.) made ſuch a decree, but repented of it on 
this occaſion ; to uſe the old biſhop's words as they are 
there tranflated—*<* Upon a certain day, as St. Gregory 
<< ſent to his fiſh-pond to have ſome ach, his ſervants 
<< drained it, and found at the bottom 6000 infants 
* heads, which were brought to him. Upon this 14 | 
* did greatly repent in himſelf his decree touching 
5 ſingle life of the prie//s, which he confeſſed to be the, 
«© cauſe of that ſo lamentable murder.” The letter in 
Fox, as above cited, is in Latin; the tranſlation is re- 
ferred to p. 393, as . before inſerted; which 
| the reader may turn to. hether the above letter was 
written by the biſhop of Augſburg, according to Exit. 
Hiſt. of England, p. 83. or by Yolufianus bib of Car- 
thage, as Fox ſeems to think, is very immaterial. 

* How ought the clergy of the church of England, 
ſome of whom are not only married men, but, having 
loſt a firft, are now living in comfort, honour, and re- 
putation with a ſecond wife, (ſee before, p. 190. n.) 
do bleſs the day when men dared to attack the reigning. 
ſuperſtition of the times, and in the face of all manner 
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That all this was contrary to the law of 
God is apparent; for the prigſs and Leuites 
under the Old Teſtament, and the apo/tles 
and other miniſters under the New Teſtament, 
who were reſpectively the clergy of the time, 
might marry, and many of them were aQtual- 
ly married men. I therefore mention theſe. 
things, to ſhew how we may be led into er- 
For, even to putting men to death, thinking We 
h Gov ſervice (John xvi. 2.) when once 
the word of God is left for the inventions- 
and traditions of men; and how far men may 
believe things which are contrary e 
are right and good, and things agreeable to 


reproach, and even of the danger of death itſelf, boldly 
vindicate thoſe rights of mankind, with which the Law 
or God had inveſted them, but of which they had been 
deprived by the inſolent tyranny of men like. them- 
ſelves? 5 | Is 
It little concerned Luther, and his fellow champions 
for the hanour of the DiviINE Law—that they were 
called antichriſis—ſcandali to religion—revivers and pro- 
pagators of the laws of Mahomet—or that the Popiſh 
Cerberus, with his three heads of IGNORANCE, SUPER= 
STITION, and BLIND ZEAL, threatened to tear them. to 
pieces. They perſevered—they were ſucceſsful—and. 
what they ſowed in times of darineſs and perſecution, we 
are reaping in days of light and liberty. 3 
Thank Gon, the aforeſaid Cerberus is chained up. 
He now will bark, and bark he may till he be hoarſe; 
the man who minds him can have but little elſe to do. 
The author of this book pretends not to be a prophet. 
but judging from what has been to what may be, he 
entertains not the leaſt doubt, that, a century hence, the 
world may either wonder at the man who had wILDNESG 
enough to attack the preſent Hiſtem of things with re- 
gard to marriage, or that there were found people who 
were ABSURD enough to abuſe him for it.— This to 
THOSE WHOM IT MAY CONCERN—VERBUM SAT. 
e dts 


t 
ſcripture are wrong and abominable that this 

may become the creed of a whole nation, n; 
of a whole church including un nations, 10 
as to gain the ſanction of public ſatutes, th 
ſolemn opinions of /awyers, the moſt awful 
Fee of courts of juftice, | mY con- 
demnation of polygamy is equally an human 
device, and * e from 
ſcripture for making a man 4 feln and ta 
ſuffer death (ſee 1 Jac. c. 11.) for having t? 
wzves, than the ſtat. 31 Henry VIII. above 
mentioned, had for hanging a prieff and the 
woman he had married. All theſe things are 
equally the inventions of men, or rather of 
* SATAN Z7ransformed mto an angel of light ; 
but the ſcriptures are the true Iburiel's ſpear, 
the touch of which alone can make him ap- 
pear in his own ſhape, of @ /yar and a mur, 
derer from the beginning. 1 

The firſt public law in the empire 

| | againſt 


* Luther ſaith well Satanz commentum eſt, pec- 
<< catum fingere ubi nullum eſt, & juſtitiam negare, ubi 
ce vera eſt.— It is an invention of Satan to feign 
© /in where there is none, and to deny righteauſneſs: 
© where it truly is.“ a nN 

In the year 324, 9 by law effabliſbid, 
when Conſtantine, after the death of Licinius, re4y;ned, 
without a colleague, ſole lord of the Roman empire. 
However favourable the protection of the civil magiſtrate 
was at that time, as well as in after times, to the Chi. 
tian religion, yet from henee we muſt date the misfor- 
tunes which have attended the interferenoe of human 
power, in the eftabliſhment of human ſy/tems of faith 
and ceremony; the former of which have often been von- 
trary to-Gop's word, the later utterly ſubverſive of it. 
"The advancement of the clergy in dignities, debe and 
7 | . honour 
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againſt polygamy was at the latter end of the 
fourth century, about the year 393, by the 
emperor Theodofius ; this was repealed by the 
emperor Valentinian about fixty years after- 
wards, and the ſubjects of the empire were 
permitted to matry as many wives as they 
pleaſed ; ** nor does it appear (ſays Chambers, 
-<« tit. Polygamy} that the biſhops made any 
« oppoſition to this introduction“ — (he 
ſhould have ſaid reftoration ; for if it had not 
exiſted before, no law would have been made 
againſt it by Theodofius J—** of polygamy into 
« the empyye.” After all, no * human au- 
thority [5M dec upon the matter, as this 
has evidently given its ſuffrage Goth ways 
upon the ſame queſtions. But can the de- 
terminations of the a//-wiſe Gon be thus 
ecarious and contradictory ? Can the Old 
Teſtament and New Teſtament be at as great 
a variance as the 31 Henry VIII. c. 14— 


honour, under this emperor and his ſucceſſors, proved ſo 
many pernicious baits to ſacerdotal ambition, avarice, 
and pride ; and introduced thoſe ſcenes of .vice and pro= 
fligacy among the clergy, which occaſioned it to be ſaid 
Mundus per e/tium, pietas per feneſtram— The world 
entered in at the door —piety flew out at the window. 

# For which reaſon, I forbear to lay any ſtreſs on the 
deciſions of; our chief reformers, Luther — Melanfthon— 
Bucer — Zuinglius, &c. who, after a ſolemn. confultation 
at Winenbere, on the queſtion — whether for a man 
<< tohave two wives at onceg was Contrary to the diving 
law 9” ' anſwered unanimouſly, That it was not' 
and, on this authority, Philip the Landgrave of Heſſe 
actually married a ſecond wife—his firfi being alive. 
This proves what they thought, but, by no means, that 
they thought right, 45 = t 

which 
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W hich makes it death for both the man and Ws 


man, in the caſe of a prigſt, to marry, or even 
to contract matrimony, or to affirm it lawful 


ſo to do—and the 5 and 6 * Edw. VI. e. 1a. ; 


which declares the marriage of clerks to be 
as lawful as the marriages of other men? 
Had the ſcriptures forbidden polygamy, all 
the human laws that eyer could be enacted, 
and all the human authorities that ever could 
be produced, could not make it /awful in the 


fight of Gop—for that were to place men 
above Gop. On the other hand, if Gon 
hath not forbidden it, but even allowed it, 


all the men upon earth, though joined with 


all the angels in heaven, cannot make it finfuf 


T, for this were alſo to ſet the creatures above 
their Mak ER. Judging and determining on 


the matter either way, but on the authority 


* The preamble to this law affords a moſt ſtriking | 


proof of the power of ſuper/tition and error over the 


minds of men: for though 2 and 3 Edward VI. c. 21. 


had made it lawful for prie/fs to marry, yet far the 


greater number of people held ſuch marriages ** to be 
vc 


inconſiſtent with the law of Gop, and only to have 
been zolerated” by the former ſtatute, ** like aſury and 
other unJawful things, to avoid greater inconvenience 
and evils,” inſomuch that they *©* accounted the 
children of ſuch marriages to be ba/tards, as barn in 
*« unlawful] wedlock, and would hardly attend the or- 
** dinances of the church, if adminiſtered by married 
, prieſts.” Our prejudices againſt polygamy ariſe from 
the ſame ſource of error and ſuperſtition, and * equall 
unwarranted and groundleſs, as the law of Gon no more 
forbids this than it does the other. Forbidding to marry 
where Gop has not forbidden it, is the doctrine of devils 
( Tim. iv. 1, 3.) however holy, pure, and pious it may 
be deemed, whether by Prote/tants or Papiſts, 225 


* 
** 


of 
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of Gop's law, is a much more ſerious thing 
than is uſually imagined; for there are as 
many woes pronounced on thoſe who call good 
evil, as on thoſe who call evil good. 11. v. 20. 
The learned GROTIus, in his book De 
Ver. Chriftian. Rel. lib. ii. S 13. note 12, 
ſeems to intimate, that 1 Cor. vii. 4. is to 
be relied on as a fext full in point to prove 
the unlawfulneſs of polygamy amongſt Chri/- 
tans ; for that it was lawful amongſt the 
Jews, he not only allows, but brings many 
authorities to prove, in rote 7: on lib. ii. 
ſect. 13. But there is another text, at ver. 2, 
which, as it has been looked upon as a con- | 
eluſive argument againſt polygamy, I will firſt 
conſider, and then proceed in order to the fol- 
lowing verſes, from ver. 2 to ver. 5, inclu- 
five. The words of the text alluded to are 
— Nevertheleſs, to avoid fornication, let every 
man have his own wiſe, and every woman her 
own huſband. The itrength of the whole ar- 
gument drawn from this paſſage conſiſts in a 
ſort of * quibble upon the word 0fe, that, 
as well as the word bu/band, being in the 
ſingular number — voie, not wives. But ſup- 


* I have elſewhere obſerved, on the danger of this 
method of interpretation, we have but to rely on the 
found of words, and all ſecona marriages are directly for- 
bidden, ver. 27. Art 3 a wife es not 4 

. wife, Again, the method of eſtabliſhing doctrines by 
mere words or ſentences detached from the context, 
might furniſh us with as direct a prohibition of mar- 
riage to Chriſtians, as ever was contended for in the pri- 
mitive churches; for no words can be plainer than 
4 Cn]es urea ſcek not a wife. 


poſe 


kb 
poſe it had been ſaid, Let every man have 
« his own ſervant, and every ſervant his owe 
* maſter,” would it afford a concluſive proof, 
that becauſe no man can ſerve two maſters, 
therefore no maſter could have more than one 
ſervant ?- | „ 
However, as this text has been, and is, 
looked upon as a direct proof of the unlaw- 
fulneſs of polygamy among Chriſtians, let us 
give it a thorough conſideration. In the firſt 
place, let us reſtore it to its own genuine 
words; for our tranſiators have introduced 
ſomething which is not in the original. The 
words in the Greek are - Aid Tt rde ropvelac 
the verb to avoid is not there—the words Tas 
Topueias, Which we tranſlate fornication, are 
plural, not ſingular, and ſhould be rendered 
fornications, or the fornications—they being in 
the accuſative caſe, are governed, not by the 
verb to avoid, which is not in the text, but by 
the prepoſition d, which x. This prepo- 
ſition d has various meanings, according to 
the caſe it governs. Sometimes it governs a 
genitive —ſometimes an accuſative, and then it 
may ſignify or; - ſo Dr. Hammond renders 
it here—but for fornications ;—alſo—with re- 
ect to—as to— with regard to—quod attinet 
ad :—ſo ver. 26. Jid Tv evegworv dvorynyv, may 
be rendered, wth ręſpect to (in reſpeth: of — 
Dr. Hammond) the preſent neceſſity. Mary 
authorities might be cited for this uſe of the 
word, both in ſacred and profane writers; 
and it ſo ſuits with the ſubje&-matter of _ 
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verſe in queſtion, that I conceive this to be 
the ſenſe of d in this place. £3 


? 


The context ſhews very plainly, that what 
St. Paul ſays, is in anfwer to ſome gueſizons 
put to him &y letter, and ſent to him at Phi- 
lippi, where he appears to have been when 
he wrote the anſwer; and if we may judge 
of the quęſtions by the * anſwer, which is 
— 0 ſurely 


* This, in the inſtance before us, is the only way by 
which we can judge, as we have not the Corinthians let- 
ter itſelf to inform us of its contents; for want of which, 
there are ſome paſſages in the chapter dark and hard to 
be underſiogd. eil 2 meaning they certainly muſt have; 
and our judgment, with reſpect to that meaning, ſhould | 
be directed — firſt, by a conſideration of the manners, 
cuſtoms, diſpoſitions, and characters af the writers, alſo 
of their ſituation with regard to time and place - ſecondly, 
of the character, ſituation, and office of the anſtwéerer; 
whoſe holy zeal, and conſummate knowledge of the di- 
vine lau, mutt render it impoſſible for him to write a 
3 which doth not exactly harmonize with the Old 

eſtament. | | 

Both theſe I have endeavoured to keep in view, while 

I have been ſetting down my thoughts on this paſlage of 
ſcripture. ; | 
When the Apeſtle faith, ixavos Ts Lavſy ſuraize EXE - 
Ta, he certainly uſes the verb łx in a larger ſenſe than 
merely having. — This verb ſignifies to poſſeſs, retain, 
which is to continue the poſſeſſion of. So it is apparently 
uſed, Matt. xiv. 4. where John the Baptiſt tells Herad, 
concerning Herodias his brother Philip's wife, whom 
Herod had taken to himſelf - Ou e5i oor EXEIN euſav- . 
So Mark vi. 18. Ou Keri c *EXEIN Thy ve T 
«495 os where the Sage cannot be ſuppoſed merely 
to condemn Herod's having her at firſt, but alſo to declare 
the unlawfulneſs of his retaining, or continuing the poſſeſſion | 
of her. So here—let every man retain, continu the poſſeſſion 
ef Audi, the wife - y d ud, of himſelf—i.'e. who is 
his own property—and not ſuffer her to go to other men, 
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ſurely a very fair way of judging, they pro- 
bably concerned a very infamous, but com- 
mon practice, that of married men lending out 
> hg cuſtom was, nor take other men's wives to him- 
_ | | 
The Apoſtle proceeds—xe} üg Thy laloN gripe 
EXE Ta. Here is an evident variation in the phraſeology, 
on which we ſhall take oceaſion to obſerve hereafter. 2 
preſent, let it be noticed, that the introduction of the word 
"TAION, muſt affect, and materially, the meaning of the 
word EXETN, and make alſo the word dub to be taken 
in an excluſive ſetiſe—as thus —Let every (wife) retain; 
poſſeſs (i. e. teep to, as we ſay) the man of huſband ap- 
propriated to her excluſively of all other inen. 3 
hus both parts of the verſe are in the ſtricteſt analogy 
with the divine /aw, and equally contribute to reprobate 
the breach of it by community of women,” which was 
a Gentile-cuſtom. - | T5 | | 
As for the concluſion againſt polygamy, which is drawn 
from the word wife, as well as the word hutband, 
being in the fingular number, it will not hold; for the 
feriptures plainly ſhew us, that wife muſt frequently be 
underſtood in a difiributive ſenſe. A remarkable paſlage 
of this ſort is in 1 Tim. iii. 12. Let the deacons be the 
husbands of ONE WIFE—brds yurannts dr pes. But can 
any body ſuppoſe, that there was to be but one wife 
amoneſt them all ?—So in the tenth commandment— 
Thou fhalt not covet thy neighbour's wirZE— This (like ox 
aſs, houſe, ſervant) muſt be taken in à diſtributive ſenſe, 
and mean any married woman or women whatſoever. So 
Exod. xxi. 33, 34+ Va man dig a pit, and not tover it, and 
an ox or an 4% fall therein—the owner of the pit ſhall make 
it good, &c. Are not pits, and oxen, and afſes, to be here 
underſtood ? So in the text, the word wife means any 
woman or women who may be married to the man. 
The word husband muſt be underſtood in an excluſive 
ſenſe, becauſe the whole Bible ſhews that a woman could 
have but one husband—here well expreſſed by the J d- 
Spe. In ſhort, this ſcripture, like all others, muſt be 
interpreted according to the analogy of the faith, by taking 
a view of the divine Low in all:its parts, and not by con- 
Vor. J. 5 fining 
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or even marrying their wives to other people, 
and of courſe the married women going from 
their own husbands to other men. That this 
was the caſe in Corinth, may well be taken 
for granted, when we conſider that there 
were ſo many ſources from which ſuch 


practices were ſo cafily derived. The Corin- 
5  thians” 


fining ourſelves to mere literal conſtruction of a ſingle 
word—or text—or paſlage ; for, by this means, we might 
be brought into all the errors of the charch ef Rome, 
or into all the herefzes that have been invented; not 
one of which is without ſome text of ſcripture for its 
ſupport, which being wre/ied from all the reſt, has 
been wre/ted from its meaning, and made to fignify 
juſt what the fancies of men have applied it to. It 
1s very truly obſerved by an antient writer, Turpe eff 


« tota 145 non inſpecta, vel perlecta, de lege judicare.” 


« To judge of the law, without reading over and ex- 
% amining the whele, is ſhameful.” He proeeeds Ita 
«© turpe etiam thealogo textum originalem in ſ{criptura ſa- 
* cra non inſpicere, aut illum ſtudio præterire, & tamen 
4 ſcripturam explicare velle. “ So it is ſhameful in a 
& theologift not to inf pet the original text. in the ſacred 
<< ſcripture, or purpoſely to paſs it by, and yet pretend 
to explain the ſcripture.” If this ſentiment had had its 
due weight, it would have leſſened the numbers of-ex- 
poſitors and commentators on the BIBLE, in no inconſider- 
able degree. . N 

The interpretation which the Rhemiſts give to this 
1 Cor. vii. 2. is by no means to be deſpiſed- I will here 


ſet it down; for— 


Fas eft & ab haſte doceri. 


Let every one have, keep, or uſe his own wife, to 
© whom he was married before his converſion ; for the 
“ Apoſtle here anſwereth to the firſt queſtion of the Co- 
& rinthians, which was not- whether it were lawful to 
„ marry ? but whether they were not bound, upon 
their converſion, to abſtain from the company of 
<< their wives married before in their infidelity ? as _ 

: . | 1 .C Ai 


— 


- 


I 

?thians were à pebple lewd and & debaiiched to 
a proverb—KopMiate, to Corinthianize, or 
play the Corinthian, was a phraſe which ex- 
preſſed a man's being abotninable'!—add to 
this the fondneſs of the Greels for the max- 
ims of the divine PLA To, as he was called, 
one of which was—uavac wev yuldinac, nowes Te 
eva raid, that women and children 
**© ought to be common :”—add to this the 
ſe of the Gno/tics, thoſe early Beretict, who 
held “a community of women, and that all 
marriage was of + the devil; —theſe 
ſpread their errors fat and wide among the 
Chriflian churches :—and laſtly - the horrid 
practice. of men's lending their wives to others, 


te did perſuade them they ought to be.” This would _ 


ſeem a good expoſition of the place, if the Apaſtle had 
not ſo expreſsly treated this point in the following verſe. 
* See 1 Cor. vi. 11. former part. Strabs writes, that 
there was at Corinth a temple of Venus, ſo rich, that it 
maintained above a thouſand harlots ſacred to her ſervice, 
ie pod Aue & Jap, which were conſecrated both by men 
and women to that goddeſs. See the advantage and ne- 
ceſſity of the Chriſtian revelation, by J. Leland, D. D. 
vol. i. p. 174. Others ſay, that the number of proſti- 
tutes in honour of Venus at Corinth was 2000. See Lett. 
of Jetos to Voltaire, vol. ii. p. 53. * ä 
Strabo, Geog. lib. xii. ſpeaking of the temple of the 
moon in Comana of Cappadocia, where ail manner of the 
moſt horrid impurities were committed, as parts of religi- 
ous worſhip, calls it a little CoxIx TH. Es 
+ Among the errors of the famous Manes or Mani- 
chæus, in the third century, this principle is found —he 
taught, that all marriage is of the devil, invented by 
* him to tie the ſouls to the fleſh, and to retard their 
e return to heaven.“ See Fortin's Remarks, vol. ii. 
P- 50. | SO ; 
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5 was even a ſort of law in Greece; this ori- 

„ ginated firſt in Sparta, that famous city of 

, Peloponneſus, on the edge of which Corinth 

ſtood; from thence it ſpread itſelf inte the 
reſt of the cities of Greece, Corinth, no doubt, 
as well as others. The following account of 
this vile cuſtom is to be found in Plutarch's _ 
life of the celebrated Spartan lawgiver Ly- 
curgus. He {Lycurgus) next bethgught . 
* -himſelf how to prevent that wild anfl wo- 
«© maniſh paſfion of jealouſy, by making it a 
matter of reputation, not only to baniſh 
* from matrimony all violence and diſorder, 

ö but alſo to allow men the freedom of im- 

| 1 parting the uſe of their wives to deſerving 

; | «« perſons, that ſo they might have children 

1 „by them. And he laughed at thoſe whe 

b «« think the violation of the marriage-bed 
ſuch an inſupportable affront, that. they 

| „ revenge it by murders and cruel wars. 

| « Lycurgus thought a man not to be blamed, 

Who, being in years, and having a young 

* wife, ſhould. recommend ſome virtuous 

«© handſome young man, that ſhe might, 

FO * have a child by him, who might inherit 

x: b the good qualities of ſuch a father, and 


t Gretins, ſpeaking of the Fewihh divorces, ſaith 
© Quod et hodie uſurpant Mahumetiſte, & olim Gre 
ac Latin: tanta licentia, ut & uxores ad tempus uten- 
<< das aliis darent Lacones & Cato.“ Which the Mabo- 
metans often practiſe at this day, and formerly the Greeks and 
5 Latins, with ſuch licentiouſneſs, that they could grant the uf 
a of their wives to others for a GIVEN TIME. This was the 
caſe among the Lacedemonians, and Cato alſo did the ſame. 

i | See Grot. de Verit. lib. ii. $ 13. 5 


** this. 


EF 
this child the good man loves as ten- 
derly as if he was his own ring wg 


c 
6 
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* the other hand, a worthy man, who was 
in love With a married woman upon ac- 
% cofifit of her modeſty, and well-fayoured- 
c nels of her children, might, without for- 


«& — 45 beg of ber busband a night's lodging, 
g 


that he might, like flips of a fine tree, 
% planted in a goodly garden, have children 


* of a good race, and well related. For Ly- 
« : ipgu5 was of opinion, that children were 


«not ſo much the propriety of their parents, 


«as of the whole commonwealth ; and there- 


fore he would not have them begotten by 
e the int comers, but by the beſt men that 
% could be found.” 1 
This cuſtom was far from being reckoned 

Iminal * or adulterous, it was applauded 


*The community of wives cannot be conceived to have 
eſcaped the lewd Corinthians, when we conſider how it 
ſpread far and wide among the Gentiles, This is ſaid to 
have been the cuſtom of the Troglodytes, Agathyrſi, the 
Maſlagetz, and Scythians, of whom Strabe ſaith 
« they had their wives in common, agreeably to the laws 
4 of Plato. | 
The natives of Ruſſian Lapland were confuſedly known 
to the antients under the name of Troglodytes or northern 
pigmies. They are, for the moſt part, not above four 
feet and an half high, and dwell in caverns; they are juſt 
the ſame people they were formerly—they are ſaid to in- 
treat ſtrangers to lie with their wives and daughters, as 
an honour done to them, and from a deſire of amending, 
> ara means, the defects of their own race. See Volt. 
orks. Tranſ. by Franklin, vol. xxviii. p. 10, 12. 


Puffendorf has given a long liſt of other nations, 


which had the fame cuſtom among them, ſuch as the an- 
tient inhabitants of Britain, the Sabeans, thoſe of the 
3 P7⁵ͤ;ð 
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greatly ; and fo far were women from that 
77 Candalous 1 we erty which has been objected 

* to them, that they knew not what the 
* name of adultery 8 * A proof of 
„ this we have in Geradas, a very antient- 
* Spartan, who, being aſked by a ſtranger 
« what puniſhment their law had o_ 
* for —— 5M ? anſwered—<* My friend, 
« there are no adulterers in our country.” 

* But, replies the ſtranger, ſuppoſe there 
«& were one, how would you puniſh him?“ 
He anſwered . The offender muſt pay to 
«* the plaintiff a bull, with a neck ſo long, 
ce that he might drink out of the river Bu- 
* rotas, from over the top of mount Taygeta. 

« Why, 'tis impoſſible to find ſuch a bull, 
« ſaid the man.” Geradas ſmiling replied— 
«« T'was Juſt as impoſſible to find an adulteren 
“ in Sparta.” It is endleſs to obſerve on 


2 


the total blindneſs of ſuch people, with re- 


ſpect to the /aw of Gop : but when the Co- 
rinthians were awakened to a ſenſe of divine 
things, though, as well as others in that part 
of Greece, they had been * infected with this 


kingdom of Calecut, the antient Lithuanians, &c. see 
Leland, vol. ii. p. 129, note r. 


Diogenes, whom Epidtetus celebrates with the epithet 
of divine, held that ** women ought to be common” —look- 
ing upon marriage to be nothing; “that every man and 
„woman might keep company with whom they liked 
<< beſt, and that therefore children ought to be in com- 
<< mon.” Ib. 132. So the Stoics held that women ought 
to be in common among the wiſe, 133. 

* Lycurgus eſtabliſhed his laws in Lacedemon almoſt 


ooo years before CHRIST, fo that they had full time to 


circulate and grow into cuſtoms, not only in Greece, but 
allo in many other parts of the world. 
3 | Spartan 


I 
Spartan leaven, and followed the praffices, as 
they had imbibed the principles of their 
neighbours ; yet neither cuſtom, example, nor 
prejudice of education, could filence, or any 
longer fatisfy their conſciences, and there- 
fore they ſeem to have written to the 459 
tle, to know his ſenſe of the matter; which 
.he clearly gives them in the words of the 
text,, and which evidently reprobate this 
horrid * cuſtom... Having, in the preceding 
chapter, diſcuſſed at large the fubje&s of 
 whoreaom and formcation, and lewdneſs in 
general, he begins this ſeventh chaprer with 
an anfwer to the particular queſtions propoſed 
to him in the letter which he had received 
from them. The paſſage may be thus para- 
Phraſed :— Now concerning the things whereof 
ye wrote unto me I ſay, firſt in general, 
«« though not for the reaſons which ſome of 
your * e have given, nor for thoſe 
« which the Gnaſtics have ſuggeſted, as if 
% marriage was wrong or /inful in itſelf, but 
« for prudential reaſons, ariſing from the ſi- 
«« tuation of things at this time (ver. 26.) 
« it is good, uanw, uſeful, profitable (ver. 8 
« and 26.) for a man not to touch a woman 


— 


* By the manner of St. PauPs expreſſing himſelf, 
1 Cor. v. 1. he ſeems to inſinuate, that, one man's tak- / 

ing or having anorber's wife, was a matter by no means 
unheard of among the Gentiles; though a man's having 
his — s quife was. $05.7 99; ee of AN Ne I 

ee an inſtance of this ſort of degeneracy among the 
Jews, Amos ii. 7, | | FO. 

a ah P4 ee 
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„ to have no dealings with the orher + ſex. 
| © (See Matt. xix. 11, 12.) But with reſpect 
to the * fornications you mention, and con- 
e cerning which you defire to know my ſen- 
„ timents ; I anſwer, conformably to the 
% law of Gop, which ordains, that a man 
* ſhall cleave to his wife, &c. (Gen. ii. 24.) 
and that no woman ſhall depart from her 
& huſband, and go to another man (ſee Rom. 
| % vil. 1, 2, 3). Let every man have his 
| % avife—Tyv Yovaing, Eavre—the woman who 
| belongs to him—and not lend her out, or 


* 


+ Mu d yuraie is conſtrued by fome learned 
| men, by ducere uxorem—to marry a =: þ ;—but I rather 
| think our tranſlation right t to touch a woman—for, as 
; the word drIporo denotes man in a general ſenſe, ſo, to 
4 make both parts of the ſentence correſpond with each 
[ Other, the yurana ſeems to be general alſo. The word 
1 &7|:&ai anſwers to the Hebrew yh, which ſometimes' 
means to touch or meddle with, in a carnal ſenſe. See Gen. 
XX. 6. 1: of EF Sg 
* There is no neceſſity to reſtrain the word Topysras in 
this Pact, as our tranſlators ſeem to have done, to 
= the idea of what is uſually meant by that term, that is to 
= ſay, commerce with harlots; for it is a general word, ex- 
preſſive of adultery, as well as what is called fornication. 
Thus the apgſtle uſes it but a little before in this very- 
epiſtle, chap. v. 1. to denote not only adultery, but alſo 
Incefl, It is uſed as ſignifying adultery, Matt. v. 32. 
Xix. 9; for though it may there ſignify lewdnefs com- 
mitted before marriage, but not found out till afterwards, 
yet it mult n:ceflarily alſo be underſtood to mean ſuch 
acts done after marriage; for our LorD cannot be ſup- 
poſed to mean that the former was a juſt cauſe of divorce, 
and not the latter ſo that the word ps muſt include 
both. Tlepreras being plural, well denotes the compli- 
cated crimes of the huſband's lending his wife to another 
man, and the wife's going to another man beſides her 
huſband, including alſo the crime of him who took her. 


«« ſuffer 
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4 ſuffer her to marry another, nor let him 
* take a woman who is not uu tauTs, big 
«« wife, but another man's, to himſelf. © Sa 
* alſo let every married woman have ber own 
% proper husband—Tov iJ,ov avipa—the man 
, appropriated to her, exclufively of all other 
men upon earth, and not depart, or ſuffer 
"0 herſelf to /ent or given to any other man. 
I would here obſerve; that there is a very 
remarkable difference of expreſſion, which 
though preſerved in many other tranſlations, 
is not in ours. We render the two clauſes. 
Juſt alike, whereas they are not ſo in the ori- 
ginal, but—ryv EATTOT yung, and Tov | 
IAION ag. The Latin tranſlations pre- 
ſerve this difference of exprefſion—ſuam uxo- 
rem—proprium virum. Leuſd. ex Mont. 80 
the old and new tranſlations in Beza's Teſta- 
ment, and Barker's Eng. Teſt. 1615, and the 
Geneva, 15 57. Let every man have His 
WIFE, and every woman her o.] n busband. If 
all ſcripture be given by inſpiration of Gop, 
(2 Tim. iii. 16.) and holy men pate as they 
were moved by the Holy Ghoſt, (2 Pet. i. 21.) 1 
cannot but think that there is ſome weighty 
reaſon for the difference of expreſſion, in giv- 
ing the epithet IM to the Husband, with re- 
ſpect to the wife, and not to the wife, with 
reſpect to the husband. This is obſervable, 
not only in this place, bat in * many others. 
„„ Teigb, 
Rom. viii. 32. we meet with a very material proof 
of the emphatical import of the word 'ISo5, to denote 
CrRisT's being Gop's tun proper ſon, in ſuch a ſenſe as 
no creature is or can be. So, in the paſſage under conſi- 
| 1 deration,_ 


1 
Leigh, Crit. Sac. obſerves this, as occurring 
every where in the ſacred writings of the 
New Teſtament—uxoribus ſui idiot awJpes 
 #ribuuntur paſſim in ſacris. Leigh ſub voc. oc. 
Epb. v. 24, 25. Toic Idiois dv8pdory, their own 
husbands—Tas yuvdunas Eautav, your wives 
and ver. 28, Tac EauTwwv yuvlnar, their Wives—— 
Tyv E£auT8 yuuruna, bis wife.—Again, Col. iii. 
i! 18, 19. Toi S,, propriis viris—their 
if oN busbands—Ta y e, your wives (i u ? 
1 being underſtood). Sz. Peter, who was the 
1 apoſtle of the circumciſion, uſes the ſame mode 
of expreſſion, 1 Pet. iii. 1. Let the wives be 
i fubje, Tos Idioie d dpd propriis viri—to 
their owN husbands. Comp. 1 Pet. iii. 85. 
| The word idee has certainly an emphatical 
FW meaning wherever we find it, therefore muſt 
1 have its emphaſis in this place, as well as in 
15:18 others. It ſeems to denote ſuch an appropri 
a ation of the husband to the wife, as that ſhe 
could not have, or go to any other man. This 
| if idea may be illuſtrated. from Rom. xiv. 4. 
Wha art thou that judgeſt another man's ſer- 
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deration, the word Ido denotes that the man is the wo- 
man's huſband, in ſuch a ſenſe as no other man is or can 
be, CRRIST, John v. 18, is ſaid to call Gop 1 to Ha- 
115 His own proper fan :—this muſt be in a ſenſe as 
excluſive of all other beings, as the idios &vnp is excluſive 
of all other men. | 
So 1 Cor. xv. 38. Cod giveth it a body as it pleaſeth 
Him, and to every ſeed—To id gwwa—his OWN body, 
i. e. ſo peculiarly appropriated to that ſort of grain that 
it can paſs into no other.— Thus hath. Gon given to 
every wWIFE— er idtoy arSpa — her own — peculiar — ap» 
propriated—HUSBAND —ſo that, while he liveth (Rom. 
vii. 3.) ſhe can paſs to no other man. 
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vant ? TS Id nupiu—proprio domino—ta his 
owN maſter he flandeth or falleth. Here iSuc 
is uſed as an epithet to the maſter with reſpect 
to the ſervant (as 1 Tim. vi. 1. Tit. ii. 9.) 
and muſt denote ſuch an appropriation of the 
maſter to the ſervant, as to exempt the ſervant 
from the authority, power, cantroul, com- 
mand, or ſervice of any other, but that of bis 
own (Ids). maſter; for, as was obſerved. he- 
fore, ub man can ſerve two maſters, though the 
maſter may have many ſervants z nor is any of 
his ſervants. the leſs ſo, becauſe he has others. 
So here, 1 Cor. vii. 2. and the other paſſages 
referred to, the huſband is ſtyled Id, to. de- 
note, that no other man can have any powen, 
propriety, or intereſt whatſoever in the ſociety 
of the wife, but the Idee d>yp, the proper and 
appropriated, peculiar huſband. I own. that 
I can account for this difference of expreſſion 
in no other way, than by ſuppoſing the. ſerip- 
ture conſiſtent with itſelf, and that the diſ- 
tinction ſo evident in the Old Teſtament was 
to be preſerved throughout the New. Feſta- 
ment—that though a man might have more 
than one wiſe, yet a woman could have but 
one husband; had ſhe more, neither could be 
ſtyled properly Noe dung, for ſhe would be 
as EE the property of one as of the other, 
or rather be in common between, or among 
them, according to their number; whereas, 
doubtleſs, though a man has 7wo wives, each 
may be properly ſtyled yum t % ] Bis wife. 
The propriety of this can hardly be diſputed, when 
we reflect that it is the conſtant language of the Old 
Teſtament. | = 
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No man may be ſaid to have an excluſive pro- 


perſon or thing, which others may ſhare with 


im: therefore the word 72: is peculiarly 
adapted to denote the exc/u/ive appropriation 


of the husband to the wife to be, like the ex- 


_ cluſive appropriation of the maſter to the ſer- 


want, ſuch a one as gives to him albne, ex- 


cluſive of all others, the whole attention, obe- 


dence, and ſervice of the party, ſo long as the 
relation which requires theſe ſhall continue. 


Whereas yu, wife, is never found with the 


exclufive Bu, but coupled only with the pro- 
noun poſſeſſive aue. To illuſtrate what has 
been ſaid, we may obſerve as to Jacob and his 


two wives, Leah and Rachel, Rachel as well 
as Leah, with reſpe& to Facob, was yuvy £aure, 


hrs wife (Gen. xxx. 26. xxxi. 50.) and he the 
Foc dvyp, the husband, excluſively of all other 
men, appropriated to both, inſomuch that nez- 


tber could have gone to any other man, with- 


out being an adultereſs: but we no where 
find Jacob, nor any other polygamift, ſtigma- 


tized as an adulterer or fornicator, on account 


of his having uo wives. That ſuch a cuſtom 


as Plutarch ſhews to have originated from the 


famous lawgiver of Sparta, ſhould reach Co- 
rintb, which ſtood at the edge of Pehponneſus, | 
is not at all ſurprizing, when we find it had 
even reached to * Rome. Numa Pompilins, 
5 des | Ws 


In ſhort, this cuſtom of lending wives to each other 


, was ſo common among the Gentiles, that it is inconceiv- 
able ſuch a practice ſhould not be among the Corinthian. 


Cæſar 
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the famous fucceflor of Romulus, anno 71 [2 


ice 


before Chrift, eſtabliſhed this horrid pr 


among the Romans. He was a great reformer | 


of rehgion, and improver of the laws, in 


which he is faid “ to have had a partic —— ä 
in Wo- 


No regard to the preſerving of modeſty i 
% men. Nevertheleſs, he permitted huſ- 
«© bands. to lend their wives, after they had 
&« had children by them. This was a kind 
c of temporary divorce, in favour of thoſe 
«© men whoſe wives were barren; but the 


. **: Huſbands ſtill continued to have the ſame 


power over them, and could call them 


home, or lend them to others, as they 
1 « pleaſe, + Ant. . Univ. Hiſt. vol. xi. 


. gat this practice long continued at Rand 
there can be rtle doubt; for, about 700 years 
afterwards, we find, that Cato of Utica ac- 
tually gave his wife Marcia to his friend 
Hortenſius, and himſelf aſſiſted at the e 
ding. 

| The words of the text clearly appl. 

the forbidding ſo monſtrous a breach o the 
law of marriage, and apply equally to 


gamy as to monogamy. Abigail and Abinoam 


Cæſar tells us of the antient Britons—** Ten or twelve 


<< of them have wives in common amongſt them — but 


40 7 woman's children are accounted his, who firſt 
eſſed her when a virgin; ſo many men, having 
os ooh of them married his proper wife, aftei 
fx upon that friendly way of poſſeſſing them.“ 
De B. G. lib. v. Much more to the [wy purpoſe may 


be fqund in Puffendorf, book vi. c. 1. $ 15. 


were, 


1 
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T ms 7 
were, with refpe& to David, each of them 
yuv ture, his wife—for the Holy Ghoſt faith, 
1 Sam. xxv. 43. they were both of them bis 
wives : and therefore he was the Jive dvyp, 

the peculiar, proper, appropriated huſband ' 
to both. If Davip had taken another man's 
wife, or either of them had been lent out or 
= to another man, this would have fallen 
directly under the interdict of the apoſtle, 
who here ſays no more than is exactly con- 
ſonant with the [aw of Moyes. 
Saying that this text forbids polygamy, be- 
cauſe the word wife is in the Sauer atm. 
ber, is mere trifling ; as much ſo, as contend- 
ing that a man is to love but one * neighbour, 
becauſe it is ſaid, Thou ſhalt love thy neigh- 
bour as Ach ; not neighbours; or that he 
ſhall keep but one ſervant, becauſe it is ſaid, 


We meet with numberleſs paſſages in the ſcripture, 
where the /ingular is not to be underſtood excluſively, 
that is, ſo as not to include the plural, but diftributively 
fo as to include it. Witneſs the paſſages referred to, as 
alſo the fourth commandment— Thou ſhalt do no 

„ manner of work, thou nor thy ſon, nor thy daughter, 

nor thy man-ſervant, nor thy maid-ſervant, nor the 

« Rranger that is within thy gates.” Are we to gather 
from hence, that a man is to have but one {ns one daugh- 
ter, one man-ſervant, one maid-ſervant, &c.? So the 
ninth commandment—** Thou ſhalt not bear falſe wit- 
„ nefs againſt thy neighbour,” — Endleſs are the exam- 
ples of this ſort, which might be brought, to ſhew that, 
in many inſtances, the 1 e number cannot be con- 
fined to an excluſive ſenſe, but muſt, of neceſſity, be ex- 
tended di/?ributively, ſo as to include many, and indeed all 
of the kind which is ſpoken of: and in this ſenſe the 
word wife muſt be underſtood, 1 Cor. vii. 2, in-order 
to make the text harmonize with the Old 8 
5 | | Om. 


(2 1 

Rom. xiv. 4. Who art thou that judgeſt ano- 
ther's man's ſervant, in the ſingular number, 
not ſervants, in the plural: or to argue for 
polygamy, becauſe it is ſaid, 1 Cor, vii. 29. 
they that have wives, and not every one that 
has a wife. All ſuch literal or verbal criti- 
ciſm is mere word-catching, far below the 
dignity of fair argument, and deſerves no- 
thing but contempt. 171 | 
Thoſe who repreſent the apoſle as addreſſ- 
ing himſelf to Angle perſons, and adviſing 
them to marry, 7o avoid fornication, make 
him guilty of evident = e. the 
eighth verſe is expreſſſy addreſſed to the an- 
married and widows. After wiſhing that all, 
like himſelf, could live unmarried (that they 
might have leſs diſtraction in their attend- 
ance on the ſervice of Gop, ver. 35.) he adds 
-zu. if they cannot contain let them marry, 
for it is better to marry than burn — rupovobœs, 
to be fired, to be on fire (comp. Cant. viii. 6. 
Hof. vii. 4.) that is, with /u/f, or unchaſte 
deſires, by which they might be driven ints: 
the commiſſion of fornicatron, and all manner 
0 _— which is, in effect, ſaying 
the ſame thing over again, as ſome would 
have him to ſay at the ſecond verſe, the very 
terms of which ſhew it to be addreſſed to 
married perſons ; for how could the apoſtle ſay | 
to a /ingle man—let bim hbave—tyero, retam 
— yuan ExuTe, his wife; or to a ſingle wo- 
man—let her have, i. e. keep tor I N tvIpa, 
her own husband? The immediate connec- 
tion of this verſe with the three following, 
I which 


1 
which can belong to married people only, is 
another ſtrong argument for the truth of 
this obſervation. Beſides, if we underſtand 
the kg, every man, and the E&xagy, every 
woman, to relate here to any but the married 
people, it may ſeem to make the apotle com- 
mand every one to marry, whether they chuſe 
It or not, contrary to ver. 7, 8. The word 
end oc is certainly relative, and muſt agree 
with ſome maſculine ſubſtantive underſtood : 
this can be, (agreeably to the reſt of the 
verſe) nothing but dwp, which, in the laſt 
clauſe, muſt ſignify husband—Toy i1ov avJpa, 
Ber own husband, and ſo in the four times it is 
uſed in the two following verſes. The word 
Ex&5y is allo relative, and muſt agree with 
ſome feminine ſubſtantive underſtood ; this 
can be no other than yuvy, which, in this 
verſe, is rendered wife; and ſo the four times 
it is uſed in the following verſes, If the awp 
and yuvy which are underſtood, had been ren- 
dered as they are uniformly in the reſt of 
the context, all difficulty in underſtanding, 
and all diſputes about, the apaſlès meaning 
had been ſaved, and the evil alluded to repro- 
bated in as plain terms as the apoſtie intended 
it ſhould; for the verſe would have ſtood 
thus Let every husband (or married man) 
have Bis wife—yovana eture, the wife that 
| belongs to him—ard every wife (or married 
woman) have her own husband. . 
When he addreſſes himſelf to /ngle per- 
ſons, and adviſes them to marry to avoid for- 
nication (which is certainly the meaning of 
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ver. 9.) he does not uſe a deubiful „ ers 
. but ſpeaks the matter in the common 
ala phraſe—yauyoaruray—let them marry. 
There is ſomething remarkable alſo at * ' 
tenth and eleventh 'verſes, where, in anſwer. 
to ſome queſtions put to him in the Corin- 
Thians letter, probably about married perſons, 
who were in a ſtate of ſeparation, he ſays— 
Let not the wife depart from her husband, but. 
if ſhe depart—pevero dyapoc —let her remain. 
unmarried. Comp. Rom. vii. 3. and 1 Cor. 
vii. 30. This is {aid to be the command of 
Gop, ver. 10; how is it that it is not ex- 
tended to the husband? It is onl aid Eer 
not the husband put away Bis wife. Had he 
conſtrued Matt. xix. 9. by the ſound inſtead 
of the /enſe, he moſt robably would have 
ſaid of the husband alſo, ueverw &yauoc—let 
bim remain unmarried, in caſe of her depar- 
ture, or of his putting her away. | 
But as thoſe falſe apoſtles deceitful workers, | | 
transforming themſelves into the apoſtles of | 
CHR1sT, 2 Cor. xi. 13. had, by their erro- 
neous and monſtrous doctrines, ſaying, that 
« all marriage was of the Devil (for ſuch 
was the doctrine of the Gnoftics} fadly diſ- 
treſſed the conſciences of weak people, and 
led them to think, that, as marriage was 4 
fenful this therefore all conjugal inter- 


v. 


* Which ein at” euferbunble to the 14 om of the | 
Greek language itſelf, for I do not recolleR, that, in any 
Greek author, any more than in the ſeriptures, 6X 1% 

 yuraiza, or Ex arPpz, ever ſignifies to marry, or 
ſtands as a phraſe for Nor yaundnyar. 
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courſe between married people muſt be * - 
ful too, we find the apoſtle proceeding, ver. 3. 
to anſwer that part of the letter which related 
to their diſtreſs on this account. But, ſo far 
from deeming the intercourſe of married per- 
ſons wrong, he ſays—** Let the huſband ren- 
& der unto the wife due benevolence, 'ODuno- 
* uevyy evvoigy (which anſwers to the My of 
„ Maſes, Exod. xxi. 10. and which we de- 
«cently render duty of marriage} and like- 
« wiſe the wife unto the husband. The wife 
& bas not power over her own body, fo as to 
« withdraw. herſelf entirely from the con- 
% jugal debt, but the busband may, as a mat- 
* ter of right, have acceſs to her at all pro- 
e per times and ſeaſons. Likewiſe the buſ- 
1% band has not the power (au thuoiata) of his 
5 own body, ſo as to withdraw from the con- 
« jugal intercourſe with his wife, but the 
*« wife, as a debt due from the contract 
« which the man is under to her, by the 
% very terms of their union, has a right to 
« his /oczety. #3 
Therefore, defraud ye not one the other— 
* u drogepete. dnnynouc—do not deprive or 
* trong each other in theſe reſpects, under 
« a falſe notion of its being ſinful to come 
« together as man and wife. There may 
«© be times, indeed, when both may find it 


* In the 4th century there were a fet of people who 
cenſured matrimony, and faid, that wives and huſbands 
« cohabiting together cannot be ſaved.” Theſe were 
condemned by the council of Gangara, anno 369. Fortin 
Rem. vol. iv. p. 43. 1 8 | 
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* expedient, and therefore both conſent to 
«« ſeparate for a while; as on occaſion. of 
particular abſtinence and devotion : but 
& let not even this exceed the bounds of 
« prudence, left, if it ſhould, Satan ſhould 
« take the advantage of you, and tempt 
« you to gratify, in an unlawful way, thoſe 
* defires which may lawfully be ſatisfied 
* between married perſons. However, I do 
* not inſiſt upon the matter of your parting, 
c even for a ſeaſon, by way of commandment, 
0 errraym, but by way of permiſſion, 
be N S See 2 Cor. viii. 10. 

'T take the 'Ozoueryy fuvorty of Paul to 
anſwer exactly to the word My, which is ren- 
dered duty of — This is mentioned 

by Mofes to be ſtill due to the fir wife, 
though a man take a ſecond. Exod. xxi. 10. 
'Therefore this 1 of St. Paul no more 
concludes againſt polygamy, than that of Moſes, 
which actually ſuppoſes it. The root Ty, 
means to at upon ſome perſon or thing—and, - 
in Kal, to lie with a woman, Gen. xxxiv. 2. 
Deut. xxi. 14. Deut. xxii. 24, 29: ſo that 
by comparing ſcripture with ſcripture, we . 
| ſhall find one part explain the other. There 
is a fimilarity of expreſſion between Moſes 
and Paul, which, I own, makes' me think 
that the larter copied the ſentiments of the 
former, upon the ſubjects before us. Moſes 
faith y 89 νο ber duty of marriage be 
fall not withold—ſubtratt—withdraw—==keep 
back from her. Paul ſays—let the husband 
render to tbe W ue due benevolence— OQenouery 

| '2 7 Exvoiy 
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Ewoiay—which is ſaying the ſame thing, in 
other words indeed, but with the ſame mean- 
ing. To render to another their due, is not 
to ww:thold it; and not to withold it, is to ren- 
der it. Paul ſays, un dog petit: Moſes ſays 
v N, which the LXX actually tranſlate 8 
drcg ej i. This is the very identical verb 
which we tranſlate defraud not. v0 ſignifies 
to ſubtract or withiraw—to withold or keep 
back; — the Greek ace has the ſame mean- 
ing—ſo that Paul may be ſaid to tranſlate, 
juſt as the LXX have done, the ya of Mofes. 
The only ſhadow of difference between the 
Fewiſh law-giver, and the Chriſtian apoſtle, 
conſiſts in the explicitneſs of the latter, and 
conciſeneſs of the former. Moſes's words 
imply what Paul's declare, and, vice ver/d, 
Paul declares what is implied by Mofes. If 
the husband is not to withold the marriage- 
duty from the wife, this muſt imply that the 
wife is not to withold it from the Busband. 
There muſt be a parity of reaſon in both 
caſes. Neither husband nor wife can have 
any ſuch power over their own bodies: This is 
plainly ſaid by Paul, and, in conſiſtence with 
the law of marriage, muſt evidently be 
meant by Moſes, For my own part, I as 
much believe that Paul had the doctrine in 
Exod. xxi. 10. in his mind, when he * wrote 

On looking into Pole Syn. in x Cor. vii. 7 I find 
him of the ſame opinion“ Reſpexit hie Paulus locum 
« illum, Ex. xxi. 10. ibi enim idem quod hie marito 
„% precipitur.” * Paul here looked back to that place 
* in Exod. xxi. 10. for there the ſame thing is com- 
« manded to the huſband as here.” . 1 : 

tha 
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that part of the anſwer to the Corinthians 
letter, wherein he ſolved their ditficuliies 
about the intercourſe of married people, as it 
is now in my mind, while I am writing theſe. 
words ; and thus, upon good authority, even 
that of the mind of Gop as delivered by 
Msſes, he could be ſo peremptory in declar- 
ing that /uch intercourſe was duty on both 
ſides, and therefore could not (as the Gngſtic 
_ doctrine might have led them to ſuppoſe) be 
a ith. ; ; 95 | 

2 Paul, who, before his converſion, bad 
profited in the Fews religion above many bis 
equals in his own nation, Gal. 1. 14. could 
hardly, after his converſion, be ignorant of 
the law of Moſes; ſo far from it, he was, un- 
doubtedly, a moſt accompliſhed teacher of 
it. Witneſs the maſterly manner in which 
he explains the ſenſe and meaning of the 
moral law, and unfolds the whole deſign of the 
ceremonial law. By the firſt, he demonſtrated 
the neceſſity of the go/þe/ for ſalvation by the 
ſecond, he ſhewed the geſpel to have been one 
and the ſame, though under different diſpen- 
ſations of it, from the fall of Adam to the 
coming of TFeſus Chriſt. Now to ſet Paul, 
as a law-giver, in Mo/es' ſeat, and to repre- 
ſent him as condemning that which was not 
condemned by the /aw of Moſes, is to make 
him act inconſiſtently with his own declara+ 
tion, Rom. iii. 31. Do we make void the lau 
through faith —Gop forbid | yea—we eftq- 
bliſb the law. It is to make him tranſgreſs 
the law, by deſpiſing that ſolemn ſanction, 
which equally forbad adding to it, or dimi- 


Ry niſhmg 


— — — re ew — Pg > 


66 ſelves. would not even dare to nota. my 
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niſhing ſrom it; and to put him in much 
the ſame ſituation with thoſe, whether nen 


or angels, who preached any other goſpel than 


that which he preached ; for to preach any 
other law than that which was given 
Mosexs, is as great an offence as to preach 


any other goſþe/ than that which came by 


JzsUs ChRIST. This we may learn from 
the very words of the law itſelf. Deut. iv. 2+ 
111. 32. 

Dr. Whitby, a very laborious and learned 
commentator, in his comment on—7he Bus- 
band, du toute, hath not power of his own. 


body, Sc. fays—** Here is a plain * argument. 


t againſt polygamy. That here is a plain 
argument to prove that he ſhall not with- 
hold the duty of marriage from the wife, and 
that, in this reſpect, neither ſhall defraud or 
withold from the other, on proper occaſions, 
the conjugal debt, is very certain. But as 
what is here ſaid, is founded in the very na- 
ture and efſence of the marriage-relation, it muſt 
equally concern all that ever have married, 
or ſhall marry, to the end of the world, as 


S, cc les patres Tridentini, ſaith one, fi 9 . 
ce yivis eſſent, ipſis immortales agerent gratias, 
s ſcripturis anathematis in polygamos vibras ; on 
ce atque æquitatem defenderint, eaque prectiferint quæ 
& jpſi ne quidem audere vol uerint.“ 

Truly the fathers of the council of Trent, if they 
« were yet alive, would give immortal thanks. to choſe 
«© who ſhould defend, — of the hol pl ſcripture, the 
ic juſtice and equity of their curſe brandiſhed againſt po- 
de lygamiſts, and who ſhould do that, which they them- 


wel 


„ 
well under the Old Teſtament as the New 
Teſtament; it bears equally hard, if it be an 
argument againſt po/ygamy, on the man who, 
having one wife, took another, in the days of 
Moſes, as on any one who ſhould do ſo at this 
hour (for certainly the marriage- relation muſt 
always be the ſame) and will prove much 
more againſt certain inguiſbed charatters 
under the Old Teſtament, than I dare ſay the 
author meant it ſhould. For this we have 
his own word“ Nor can I think” (fays he) 
« that Abraham, Facob, David, and other 
** pious men, would have had more wives, or 
*© wives and concubines, had this been a plain 
violation of the lau of nature; nor would 
** Gop have ſo highly approved of them, 
had they lived in adultery.” Note on 

att. xix. 7, 8. „„ 

When learned and pious men find out 
plain arguments“ againſt things which are 
not mentioned, or even hinted at, in the Zext, 
jt is a ſhrewd ſign that * prejudice, and not 

1 os OO Judgment, 


* How this learned man's prejudices warred againſt his 
judgment (like many others who want to ſupport a pre- 
conceived opinion, againſt the truth which would over» 
turn it) may be ſeen from the conceſſion he falls into, 
in his note on Mark x.-11. in the following words 
„Since to commit adultery is to violate the bed of 
e another perſon, he that commits adultery againſt his 
«© wife, muſt violate her bed, which no huſband can do 
$* only by doing that which an huſband lawfully might 


„ do. Since then a right to polygamy, is a right to mar- 
6 ry more wives than one, he that hath this right, can- - 


not violate the bed of his firſt wife, by aſſuming an- 
d gther to it. It therefore muſt be acknowledged, either 
1 | Q 4 . fs that 


* 
* 
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judgment, dictates the comment. The Coriu- 
thians had a very plain argument” againſt 
their fears about married perſons cobabiting 
together; and if they compared this ſcrip- 
ture, ver. 3, 4, with what Moſes ſo poſitively * 
laid down, Exod. xxi. 10. the polygami/ts 
among them were no more to forſake the 
company of their wives, ſo as to withold the 
duty of marriage, than thoſe who had but one 
wife were to withdraw themſelyes from her 
Society 1 in the fame. reſpect. 


That there were many polygam e among 
the Gentile converts, as well as among the 


Jeuiſb, there can be but little doubt; for, 
as * Grotius obſerves—Inter Paganos paucæ 
gentes una uxore contentæ Huerunt.— — Among 

e whe 


that the huſband, under CRHRIST's inſtitution, and by, 
the original law of matrimony, had no ſuch ri 
or that he that marrieth another canngt, by t — 
commit adultery againſt his firſt wife.“ Here is a fair 
ISSUE IN LAW joined and muſt be tried by THE LAW 
for CHRISH made no 1n//itution whatſoever on the ſubject 
of marriage, but only declared, explained, and inforced 
thoſe already made and recorded in the LAW which was 
given by Mosts. This Law, like all other RECORDS, | 
is to be tried by ITSELF—taking/the wHoLE TOGETHER. © 
De Ferit. lib. ii. $ 13. So De Jure, lib. ii. cap. 5. 
$ 9. he ſays—** Sed & apud e Cxckors primus, 
teſte Athenæo, pier ri i aut ev, unam faminam uni ma- 
„ rito attribuit : quod tamen ne Athenis quidem diu 
„ obſervatum Socratis & aliorum exemplo docemur.” 
But among the Greeks, Cxckors firſt, as Atheneus witneſ- 
ſeth, allowed one woman to one man; which, nevertheleſs, 
was not long obſerved, even at ATHENS, as we are taught 
by the example of SOCRATES and others. 
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6 the Pagans, few nations were content with 
* one wife; and we do not find the apoſtle 
making this any bar to church-member ſhip, 
though he expreſsly does to church offices. 


See before, p. It can hardly be ſup- 
poſed, that if polygamy were ſinful, that is to 
ſay, an offence againſt the law of Gop, the 
great apoſtle ſhould be ſo liberal and ſo par- 
ticular, in his epiſtle to the Cormrhians, 
in the condemnation of every other ſpe- 
cies of illicit commerce between the ſexes, and 
yet omit this in the black catalogue, chap. 
vi. 9, &c. or that he ſhould not be as zealqus 
for the honour of the Jaw of marriage, and of 
the ſeventh commandment, which was evident- 
ly to maintain it, as Ezra was for that po- 


«< Formerly the Fews and Greeks were wont to be married 
& to TWO or THREE, and even MORE wives together.” 

Stanley, Hiſt. of Philoſophy, Tit. Socrates, p. 53, ſays 
that the occaſion whereupon the Athenians (who from 
cc the time of Cecrops had ſtrictly obſerved ſingle marriage) 
4 allowed b:igarry in the time of Socrates, was, that in 
<< the ſecond year of the 87th Olympiad, and the 3d of 
*© the 88th, * was viſited extremely by the peftilence, 
ce which, attended by war and famine, occaſioned fo great 
<«« ſcarcity of men, that they made an edict, for any that 
& would, to take two wives. Euripides made uſe of this 
«© indulgence, and that Socrates alſo.did fo, is atteſted by 
« Satyrus the Peripatetic and Hiernonymus the Rhodian, 
< who recorded the order; to which Athenæus imputes 
<< the ſilence of the comic poets in this particular, who 
omitted no grounds of reproach.” ME 

However, it is much to be doubted, whether Cecrops 
did any more than inſtitute marriage itſelf| among the 
Grecians, who, before his time, lived promiſcuouſly, and 
coupled as their fancy led them. See Ant. Univ, Hiſt. 
vol. vi. p. 175.— After all, as CECRors is ſuppoſed to 
have been cotemporary with Moss, it is not ver) ow 
bable, that we ſhould meet with any accounts of him, 
which can be depended upon. | 


ſitive 
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ſitive law of Deut. vii. 3, againſt the marry- 
ing with heathens. Ezra made the Fews put 
away the wives which they had illegally taken, 
and eyen the very children which they had by 
them ; How is it that Paul, if polygamy was 
finful, did not make the Gentile and the eu- 
/b converts put away every wife, but the firft, 
and annul every polygamous contract? Why 
not ſay, that being the busband of one wife was 
as neceſlary to the being a Chri/tian, as to be 
choſen a Biſbop or Deacon! for it certainly 
way, if polygamy be finful. Fobn the Baptiſt, 
at the expence of His liberty, and afterwards 
of his life, honeſtly, openly, in words that it 
was out of the reach of all commentators to 
ſophiſticate, or give more than one meaning 
to, told Herod, with reſpect to Herodias, his 
brother Phihþ's wie It is not lawful for thee 
to have her. But how could Paul, with truth, 
ſay to the Epheſians, the Corinthians, or any 
other people amongſt whom he miniſtered— 
J have not ſhunned to declare unto you, wraoay 
Tyv Ho. ALL (the whole) counſel! of Gop 
—if polygamy were a ſin, and he did not as 
openly and plainly declare againſt it, as he did 
againſt every other fleſhly tranſgreſſion of 
Gop's pure and holy law? That he has na 
were done this, I may ſay—res ipſa indicat. 
As for taking a text here or there, detach- 
ing it from the context, and the context itſelf 
from the reſt of the Bible; then chuſing out 
a ſingle ſentence, or word in a ſentence, this too 
without any reference to the original Hebrew 
or Greek, and becauſe it ſeems to ſound that 
way, to make it a proof of ſome "__ we 
„ | ave 


» 


pe n 
have been taught to hold; it is that fort of 
criticiſm which may make the ſcripture prove 
any thing, and eyery thing, juſt as fancy 
leads, and, in ſhort, muſt render the ſcrip- 
tures themſelves as vague and indeterminate 
as the minds of men are. „„ 
Melſtein, Prol. p. 146, ſpeaks of © certain 
* doctors— qui, neglecta conuectione contextus 
„ ſacri, fingulas pericopas tanquam fingulas ſen- 
% tentias, & quaſi totidem aphoriſmos conſide- 
* rant; ut ita liberius ſue phantaſiæ indulgere, 
&* atque quidlibet ex quolibet efficere paint. — 
« Who neglecting the connection of the 
« ſacred context, conſider all the ſeveral ver- 
«« ſes, as ſingle ſentences by themſelves, and 
« as ſo many aphoriſms, or general maxims, 
« ſo that they may the more freely indulge 
« their own fancy, and make what they 
5 pleaſe from what they pleaſe.” > 

Whoever has red the kiſtory of that re- 
nowned worthy, Alderman Whittmgton, whoſe 
biographer tells us that he was twice Lord 
Mayor of London, may recollect a circum- 
ſtance in that great man's life, which affords 
an exemplification of the aptneſs which poſ- 
ſefſes the human mind, to interpret ſounds 
into that particular /enſe which its own pre- 
judices, however imbibed, with to put ppon 
them. It is ſaid that J/h:ttington, being an 
apprentice in the city, left his maſter with 
an intent to go into the country, It be- 
ing about the time of evening, he fat him- 
ſelf down ſomewhere in the ſkirts of the 
E 
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of fix bells, he liſtened attentively to them, 1 
"till at laſt he perſuaded himſelf that they 
proclaimed his future greatneſs in the fol- 
* g ſounds : X 
23:.% 3 6. 3-9 
77 * ain V e 
3 $9 
5 Lord Mayor a London.” 


He was ſo captivated with the conceit, that 
he not only imagined the Selle * ſaid this to 
him, but that all who heard them muſt give 
their peal the ſame interpretation ; and, no 
doubt, under ſuch a prepoſſeſſion, it would 
have been almoſt impoſſible to have perſuaded 
him to the contrary. | 
So, when men have been brought up under 
the prejudices of vulgar opinion and common 
error, and have their minds ſwayed and bi- 
aſſed by long cuſtom to one certain train of 
thinking, they have but to meet with a text 
in ſcripture which ſeems to echo to their 
ſenſe of things, that ſenſe. will immediately 
chime in with the ſound, and both together, 
almoſt beyond the power of conviction to the 
contrary, confirm them ſtill more ſtrongly 
in their ſentiments. What theſe may hap- , 
pen to be, makes very little difference — > 


* cc we have an EE Engliſh proverb, which ſays 

— As the fool thinks, the bell clinks'—A proverb 

* 5 ds in our opinion, to all arguments founded 

on the ſound, and arbitrary meaning of words.” Lond. 
Review for 1778, p. 75 

whether 


1 


whether it be rrunſubſtantiation praying to 
ſaints - worſhipping images - the doctrine of 
purgatory or, though polygamy was allowed 
<< under the lau, it is forbidden under the 
«« goſpe/'—or, in ſhort, any other popular 
prejudice : they will always act towards 
ſcripture as Whittimgton did with the bells, 
til] that liberality of mind, which ought to 
poſſeſs us, as the privilege of thinking and 
reaſonable beings, opens the way to free en- 
guiry—then, and not till then, we ſhall: be 
noble like the Bereans, Acts xvii. 11. who 
would no longer be led by their own pre- 
judices, or prejudiced by other people's opini- 
ons, but received the word of Gor with all 
readineſs of mind, and ſearched the 2 
daily, whether thoſe things (which they heard 
| preached by Paul} were ſo. The ſcriptures: 
which theſe Jews at Berea ſearched ſo dili- 

gently, muſt have been the ſcriptures of the 
Old Teſtament; no others, if written, could 
then have come to their hands ; but they 
compared the New Teſtament as preached by 
Paul, with the Old Teſtament of Moſes and 
the prophets, that they might judge whether 
the things he declared to them were of divine 
authority, anſwerable to former revelations of 
Gon's mind and will, or not. This is the 
method which I have endeavoured to obſerve 
throughout this book, and which I moſt ſin- 
cerely recommend to every reader, as' well as 
to every perſon who wiſhes to 4now and to do 
the will of Gop. If once we detach the 
| | ; New 


1 
New Teſtament from the Old Teſtament; 
there is not a ſingle Berg that will not find 
ſomething to ſay for itſelt, perhaps more than 
we may be able very eaſily to anſwer. But 
let us carry what we hear to the Old Teſta- 
ment; if it exactly * tallies with that, we may 
be ſure it is a right interpretation of the New 
Teſtament ; if otherwiſe, it muſt be falſe;. 
' becauſe the mind and will of Gop can never 
vary, diſagree with, or contradict itſelf. I do 
not ſay theſe things with regard to any par- 
ticular doctrine of the New Teſtament, but 
with reſpect to the whole. —The doctrine of 
a Trinity in unity the incarnation —birth—life 
teaching — miracles — ſufferings — death—bu- 
rial —reſurrection — aſcenfion—gloriſication, and 
intercgſion of Feſus Chriſt, together with the 
aſpe& theſe things bear towards the ſalvation 
of mankind, if only related in a book, no fin- 

le article of which was ever heard or thought 
of for four thouſand years together, would 
challenge little more of my aſſent or belief, 
than the Koran of Mahomet, the Zend, or 
Zend-aveſta of Confucius, or the Shaſfter of 
the Bramins. But when I compare theſe 
things with what is contained in the Old 
Teſtament, to which the New Teſtament fo 
often refers for their truth, I then can no 


* 


*The goſpel is the beſt comment upon the lam, and 
4 the lau is the beſt expoſitor of the goſpel : they are 
4 like a pair of indentures, they anſwer in every part: 
© their harmony is wonderful, and is of itſelf a convic- 
4 tion. No human contrivance could have reached it.” 
Leſlie's Works, vol. i. p. 75. | 

| | more 
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mote ſuppoſe them to be falſe, than I can 
ſuppoſe it poſſible for men to ſee into futurity, 
exactly delineate what is to happen ages be- 
fore it comes to paſs, and ſo exactly, as that 
the event ſhall be a literal fulfilment of all 
that is foretold, unleſs He who is perfect in 
knowledge hath made a revelation or diſcove 
of. things which no mortal wiſdom or fore- 
ſight could have ever otherwiſe been ac- 
auainted- with. Therefore, when we com- 
| pare the New Teſtament with the Old, we 
may be aſſured that it is as impoſſible to be 
falſe, as that a dozen dice ſhould be thrown the 
ſame number for a * million times running; 
no hazard or caſualty could bring ſuch a 
thing within the moſt acute calculation of 
chance; therefore I conclude, that nothing 
ſhort of infinite wiſdom and divine contrivance 
could ever firſt declare, and then fuffl, the 
wondrous things which are written in My/ec 
and the prophets, When therefore I hear of 
a doctrine as taught in the New Teſtament, 
TIT am certain, if it be true, it muſt. accord 
with the ſcriptures of the Old Teſtament. 
Thither I carry it ; if I find it does not ex- 
actly tally with what I find there, I am cer- 
rain it is falſe, and muſt ariſe from ſome miſ- 
conception, and, of courſe, ſome. miſinter- 
pretation of the paſſage where it is ſuppoſed 
to be found. I am told that fin is a tranſgreſe 
fron of the law; when 1 hear it aſſerted that 
polygamy is finful, I conſult the law; if it be 
forbidden here, I agree to the finfulneſs of it; 


For which reaſon, AaNn-INF1DEL may be ſtyled, the 
moſt CREDULOUS OF MORTALS.. 1 


1 

If not forbidden there, but + allowed, I find 
myſelf reduced to this dilemma - either the 
aſſerter of ſuch a propoſition, who ſays he 
takes it from the New Teſtament, is miſtaben, 
which is probable, or the New Teſtament 
muſt contradict the law, which is impoſſible. _ 
With reſpect to what is frequently urged 
againſt polygamy among Chriſtians, that tho! 
« it was allowed by the /aw of Moſes, yet it 
«iis: forbidden by the law of Chriſt — by which 
CuRIST is made a repealer of the d, and a 
giver of a new /aw—it ſo affects His character 
as the Meffah, as to render Him, if it be true, 
not the perſon which Moſes and the prophets 
repreſent Him, or what He repreſented Him- 
ſelf to be. The diſcuſſion, therefore, of this 
\ horrid pgſition requires, and ſhall have, 4 
r #208 hn 5 
At preſent, I will advert to an argument 
taken from the New Teſtament, to prove the 
unlawfulneſs of polygamy among Chriftians, 
though allowed to the Fews under the Old 
Teſtament. S? Paul, * Eph. v. 31, 32. and in 

2 85 5 ſome 
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+ Lex Hebræa omnem ſpurcitiem inhibet, ſed plures uni 
4 concedit uxores.” GROTIVUS. *© The Jewiſh law re- 
<« ftrains all filthinels, but allows a plurality of wives to 
&« one man.” | | th | 

* That marriage may be looked upon in a typical view, 
with reſpe& to the union of CHRISTH with the church, 
appears very clearly from this ſcripture, and the 3 | 
referred to but in this view of the matter, polygamy and 
monogamy were equally typical the former, of the church, 
as conſiſting of Fews and Gentiles, and of the many and + 
various individual believers among them—the latter, of 
the whole company of believers, collectively conſidered, 


[ an 7 
Tome other paſſages; repreſents marriage as a 
figure or 8 of Chriſt 51 Hit 
church, which is but one: whereas, Having 
more wives than one at a time, deſtroys the 
analogy which the marriage-ſtate bears to 
CnRISH and Hir church, In anſwer to which, 
I would aſk, If Ctx18t and His church were 
not as much one under the Old”Feſtament as 
under the New: Teſtament? II. liv. 5. T4 
Mater is thine busbatd, the Lon D of Hoſts ts 
his name; the GoD of the whole earth ſhall He- 
be called. dee alſo Jer. iii. 14, 20. The church, 
taken collectiveiy, is but one; but dj Harihutiveh. | 
it conſiſts of many. Rom,. xii. 5. We being 
many, are one rc of in CyRisT—and 1 Cof. 
Xiis 12. For as the body is oe, and hath ma 
members, and all the members of that one body 
being many, are one body, ſo alſo it CRTSF. 
80 Par. by the argument againſt polygamy, taken 
from the union and unity of Cuk is 7 and His 
church, rather leans the other way; unleſs, 
contrary to ſcripture and fact, it could be 
proved that the church conſiſted but of one 
member; whereas it conſiſts of many, and yet 
is but one body—one houſhold—Eph. ii. 19. 
One family, even though the ſaints in beaven 
be alſo taken into the account. Eph. iii. 1 5. 
The ride or ſpouſe of CuRISTFT is but ane 
i. e. one church; yet every membet of that 
church is as diſtinctly the ſpouſe OURIs T, 
as really married tb Him that roſe Nen the 


28 edt but one body, of which Cnxisr is ha wud; = 
Comp. Rom. Xil. 5. 1 Cor: xii. 2. with Eph. 1. 23. 
li. 21, 22. 
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dead (Rom. vii. 4.) as the whole' is, col- 


| lectively conſidered. Surely theſe ſcriptural 
illuſtrations of the nature of the marriage- 


bond, afford a complete anſwer to that queſ- 


tion, If a man hath uwe wives, how can 


& he be one fleſh with both—or each one fleſh 


« with him?” See Eph. v. 30 


We alſo read not goed of the chic of 


Cukisr in the fingular number, but of the 


churches of CaR1sT in the plural, about forty 
times in the New Teſtament ; which, by the 


way, is at leaſt as concluſive an argument for 


polygamy, as the other is againſt it. 
From the making CHRIST and His church 


an emblem of marriage, or marriage an em- 


blem of CHRIST and His church, ſome: have 
looked upon it as a ſacrament. There is cer- 
tainly an outward fign of ſomething ritual; 

but as there wants that which is effentially 
neceſſary to make it a ſacrament, which is 
God's own appointment of it as ſuch, the 
more ſcriptural profeſſors of Chriftianity re- 
ject it. For the ſame reaſon I would reject 


thoſe arguments againſt polygamy, which are 
drawn from the union of Chriſt a His church, 


— — 


becauſe Gop has no where eſtabliſhed their 


authority, (that I can find) either in the Old 
Teſtament or the New. Theſe arguments 


would have been juſt as concluſive under the 
ormer as under the latter. The church is 
called the married wife. If. liv. 1. Her RR · 
DEEMER, the LoRD of hoſts, is called her 
Husband, ver. 5; but never did Iſaiah, nor 


any other of the — uſe this as an argu- 
| ment 
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ment againſt the polygamy of the people. If 
this was not done, or ſo much as hinted at, 
under-the Old Teſtament, why are we to con- 
ceive it to be done under the New, when the 
ſame things and perſons are equally repre- 
ſented. under bot? rk 
Had. polygamy been intended to have been 
condemned under the New-Teſtament diſ- 
penſation, I ſhould humbly ſuppaſe that our 
Loxp would have put the matter out of 
queſtion by words too plain to admit of the 
leaſt diſpute: that He whoſe leint were girt 
about with faithfulneſs (Iſ. xi. 5.) would have 
been at leaſt as faithſul to His hearers of the 
loft ſheep of the houſe of ISRAEL, to whom He 
was ſo immediately ſent (Matt. xv. 24.) and 
ſpoken to them in as plain and unequivocal 
terms as John the Baptiſt did to Herod, upon 
the ſubject of his brother Philip's wife ¶ Matt. 
xiv. 4.) There cannot be the leaſt doubt, that 
numbers of our LoRD's multitudes of” beurer: 
were pohygamiſis—all in principle—manyin prac- 
' tice; nor can it be doubted, that if this was 


againſt the a of marriage, the law of the 


ſeventh commandment, or any, other po/itrve 
lau of Gop, it muſt be a mortal, damnable 
* fin; involving the nan as well as the woman 

id 


*K 


* It. Auguſtine, lib. xxii. c. 47. againſt Fauffus, ſays. 
of bead — Quando mos erat crimen non erat. — 
© When it was a cuſtom, it was no crime.” —How this 
great man could be capable of ſuch an abſurdity is aſto- 
niſhing.— The idea of a finful ac loſing its criminality 
from. cuſtom, or the frequency of the commiſſion of it, 
leaves little room for God's command, Exod, xxiii. 2. 

| Ra Thou 


L 


in deſtruction and perdition. Paul could de- 


clare openly, that if a woman, living ber bus- 
hand, be married to another, ſhe ſhall be called 
an adultereſs, and vouches the /aw of Gop for 


Thou ſhalt not follow a multitude to ds evil. Nunc propterea | 


_ erimen eſt, ſaith he, quia mos non et. Now eit is a 


crime, becauſe not cuſtomary.” 5 

St. Chryſaſtam's account of the matter is much more 
conſiſtent with ſcripture and common ſenſe, when, 
ſpeaking of Abraham and Hagar, he ſays—uSero yep 
rab Tile nexenule—Theſe things were not then forbidden. 
Indeed Auguſtine, in other parts of his writings, ſpeaks 


much in the ſame manner. There was (ſays he) a 


4% blameleſs cuſtom of one man having many wives—for 
«© there are many things which at that time might be 
“ done in a way of duty, which now cannot be done but 
licentiouſiy — becauſe, for the ſake of multiplying poſte- 
rity, no law forbad a plurality of wives. See Grot. 
de Jur. vol. i. p. 268, note b. 44 
St. Auſtin, like others of the fathers, ſeem to have ſup- 
poſed that the command, Be fruitful and 1 
the allowance of polygamy, as a means of fulfilling it, 
went hand in hand together: — that as that command 
© Ratione multitudinis liberorum, pertinuit ad tempora 
c ante CHRISTUM : non ad nas qui alio vivimus ævo— 
„ quia hodie, repleto mundo, non tam necefſarium Tit 
e quam olim—mundum non defiderare illud creſcite & 
„ nmultiplicamini therefore the allowance of polygamy 
_— with the neceſſity of the command which it accom- 
anied. 6 
. Thus, as is uſual, one abſurdity begat another. Thoſe 
who could be perſuaded, that the command for the pro- 
pagation of the human ſpecies was only obligatory on 
former ages, might very conſiſtently ſuppoſe, that even 
marriage itſelf had very little to do with Chriſtians, and 
that therefore polygamy became an evil, which they al- 


| lowed to have been a lawful thing, and even duty, in times 


paſt. Such are the ypawNers polJor—the aniles fabelle— 
the old women's ftories—which the fathers told, till they 
believed them, and, on their authority, they are believed 
to this hour! r 

his 
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bis authority, Rom. vii. 1, 2, 3. How is it 
that CyRIsT did not openly ſay the fame 
thing on the part of the man ?—Becauſe, if 
He had, He could not have vouched the law of 
Gop for his authority; and for the ſame rea- 
ſon, that he could not / it, he could not 
think it, for God's Jaw was within his beart, 
Pſ. xl. 8. and no tought could ever be in the 
pure and perſed heart of CHRIS, but what 
was exactly conformable, in all things, to the 
pure and perfect lau of Gop. Let us then 
earry what our Lox p faith againſt divorce, 
Matt. xix. 9. to the law and to the teſtimony, 
and it can no more conclude againſt po/ygamy, 
fimply conſidered, than it concludes againſt 
bigamy, or a man's marrying a ſecond wife after 
the death of his i, and being twice married. 
Some of the primitive fathers cited it, to 
prove that every . marriage was adultery; 
but here their learned and pious advocate, 
Dr. Cave, does allow, that ** they ſtretched 
« theſtring till it eracked again.” | 
1 I might alſo obſerve, that, if polygamy was 
a ſin, and even a national lin, an alete 
tranſgreſſion of the law of Go, it is very 
extraordinary that ouR LoRD's fore-runner, 
Jabn the Bageih, who came to preach repent- 
ence, ſhould not mention, nor even hint at 
it; for his commiſſion ran thus Luke i. 17, 
To turn the hearts of the fathers unto the 
children, the diſobedient to the wiſdom of the 
juſt ; to make ready a people prepared jar the 
Loxp. It is faid of him, Matt. xvii. 11. 

if | R 3 5 that 
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that he ſhould refore or reform (a ro ra 
„F TW. 
No man could have a fairer opportunity 
to bear his teſtimony againſt. a national in, 
than the Baptiſt had; for it is ſaid (Matt. 
iii. 5.) Then went out to him Feruſalem, and all 
Judea, and all the ben round about Fordan; 
and among the numbers who. were baptized of 
him in Jordan, confeſſing their fins (ver. 6.) 
there were many harlets (chap. xxi. 32.) So 
that it is evident he did not ſpare to inveigh' - 
moſt ſharply againſt the fin of feſbiy unclan- 
neſs; had polygamy been of this kind, he 
doubtleſs would have preached againſt it, 
which, if he had, ſome trace would moſt pro- 
bably have been left of it, as there is of his 
preaching againſt the ſin of whoredom, by the 
harlots (Gu * wopuar) being ſaid to believe on bim; 
which they certainly would not have done, 
any more than the Scribes and Phariſees (Matt. 
xxi. 32.) if the preacher had not awakened 
them to a deep and real ſenſe of their guilt, 
by ſetting forth the heinouſneſs of their ſin. 
He exerted his eloquence alſo againſt public 
rievances, ſuch as the extortion of the public _ 
officers of the revenue the publicans—Te\wvas 
 —tax-gatherers—likewile againſt the oppreſ-' 
five methods uſed by the fo/drery, who made 
it a cuſtom either to take people's goods 5 
violence, or to defraud them of their property, 


*The word ev, may ſignify lewd women of all 


ſorts, — 
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by extorting it under the terror of falſe accuſa- 
tion. Theſe were public grievances, againſt 
which the Baptift bore ſo open a (teſtimony, 
that the publicans and ſoldiers came to him, 
ſaying bat ſhall we do? This being the 
caſe, is it conceivable that a man of the Bap- 
tiſt's character, who was ſo zealous for the ho- 
nour of the law, as to reprove even a King to 
his face for adultery, ſhould ſuffer, if polygamy 
be adultery, a whole natiÞn, as it were, of 
28 adulterers, to ſtand before him, and not 
bear the leaſt teſtimony againſt them ? I do 
not ſay this is a conc/uffve, but it is ſurely a 
very ſtrong preſumptive argument, that in the 

Baptifi's views of the matter, polygamy, whore- 
dom, and adultery were by no means the ſame 

thing. * A WWW 
_ Having finiſhed, for the preſent, what I 
had to ſay on the ſubje& of polygamy, as ſup- 
poſed to be condemned by the New Teſta- 
ment, I muſt return back to the Old Teſtament, 
to ſhew that polygamy was not only allowed 
in all cafes, but in ſome commanded. The firſt 
inſtance of this which I ſhall mention, is 
with reſpe& to the law, Deut. xxv. 5—10: 
If brethren dwell & together, and one of them die, 
and have no child, the wife of the dead ſhall not 
marry without unto a ſiranger : her buſband's 
brother ſhall go in unto her, and take'her to bim 
to wife, and perform the duty of an huſband's. 


They are ſaid to dwell together, not only who were 
in the ſame family, but in the ſame country. Gen. xiii. 


Hy 6. | : 
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brother unto her. And it ſhall be that the firſt» 
born which ſhe beareth, ſhall ſucceed in the name 
ef his brother which is dead, that bis name be not 
put out of Iſrael, &c. . „5 
This law muſt certainly be looked upon as 
an exception from the general law (Lev. 
Xviii. 16.) and the reaſon of it appears in the 
law itſelf, viz. To preſerve inheritances in 
te the families to which they belonged.” 
Therefore all lands which had been mort- 
gaged, were to return back to the owner at 
the year of jubilee, See Ley. xxv. 25, 28. 
See alſo a ſpecial proviſion againſt the aliena- 
tion of lands from the tribe to which they be- 
longed, Numb. xxxvi. 2-9. This was of 
the utmoſt conſequence in the deſigns of Pra- 
vidence reſpecting the MEgss1an, whoſe gene- 
alogy, with reſpect to his being of the ſeed of 
Abraham—the tribe of Fudab.—tbe {ami of 
David, was not more aſcertained by his lineal 
deſcent, than by the preſervation of Bethlehem 
Ephrata in the tribe of Judab, and family of 
David. By which it came to paſs, that 
the prophecy concerning the very place of 
the Messian's birth was literally fulfilled 
(Comp. Mic. y. 2. with Matt. ij. 4, 5, 6, 
and Luke ii. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7.) The Jewiſh * doc- 
tors, as Mr. Selen, in his Uxor Hebraica, and 
others after him, obſerve, made ſeveral ex: 


Their comments on the Old Taſfament are about as 
much to be depended upon, in general, as the Pogiſb 
comments upon the New. See Fulk on Rhemiſh Teſtad 
nent per tot, e 


» 


ceptions 


„ 


ceptions to this law; but as the ert makes 
none, I know not that we are warranted in 
making any. Biſhop Burnet ſeems to have 
had a right view of the matter, in his obſerva- 
tion on the generality of this law, His 
words are-—<* Yea, polygamy was made, in 
* ſome caſes, a duty by Mo/es's law; when 
« any died without iſſue, his brother, or 
«« neareſt kinſman, was to marry his wi 
« for. raiſing up ſeed to him; and all were' 
* obliged to obey this, under the hazard of 
e infamy if they refuſed ; neither is there 
« any exceptions made for ſuch as were mar- 
* ried; from whence I may faithfully con- 
* clude, that what Gop made neceſſary in 
«© ſome caſes, to any degree, can in no caſe 
« be /inful in 9, ſince Gop is holy in all 
„ his ways. And thus far it appears that 
ve polygamy is not contrary to the law and 
«© nature of marriage.” 8 
I am indebted for the above quotation. to 
the * before-mentioned reverend Dean's book. 
on polygamy, wherein the Dean ſeems a little. 
comforted by the Biſbop's having ſaid, that, 
“ he was at a diſtance from his books and 
papers, when he gave his opinion on this 
point.“. This, adds he, ** was the beſt 
«« excuſe that could be given for ſo raſh a 
* deciſion, which it would have been for 
*© the honour of his reading to have re- 
Fe tracted, and which, I ſincerely wiſh he 


1 4 


See befope, p. 136. 


. had 


— — — — 5 * * * * 
— . —_— — — — bs * — wa” 
2 - — — — — h —— — — = 
— - — — : — FF - A 4 — * = 
* - — —— 4 3 * — 
* = — - _—_—y — 
— —— 3 ry : 


N — — TT 
———_—_ IX =; 2 "MU 
* — — _ 22 * 
— m 2 4 — 222 * "-— 
2 2 e 
7 * 
Gat A = ” * 2 * * — * * 


poſitively declaring whom ſhe 


| { 090 3 >. 
* had retracted, when he returned to his 
% books.” ls nn 
The good Dean, in his zeal againſt oy 
gamy, don't give himſelf time to conſider 
the ſoundneſs of the learned pre/ate's opi- 
nion. | „„ 'ůʒs 
As there was nd /aw againſt polygamy, there 
was nothing to exempt a married man from 
the obligation of marrying his brother's wi- 
dw on this account; for if ſo, things might 
have been ſo ſituated, that Berhlebem might 
have gone away into ſome other family than 
that of David, into ſome other tribe than 
that of Judab, and, of courſe, Joſeph and his 
wife Mary have gone elſewhere to be taxed; 
for this might evidently have been the conſe- 
quence of the widow and the inheritance going 
into the hands of 4 flranger. But Gop ſays 
—The wife of the dead ſhall not marry without 
unto à ſtranger— her huſband's brother ſhall go 
in uuto her, &c. Here is a negatrve Hanks, 
all not mar- 
ry, and an affirmative clauſe, as poſitively de- 


claring whom ſhe ball. Now let us ſup-, 


poſe, that not only the ſurviving brother, 


but all the near &4/7/men, to whom the mar- 


riage of the widow, and the redemption of 
the inheritance belonged, were married men; 
if that exempted them from the obligation, 
of this law—as they could not redeem tht in- 


Heritance, unleſs they married the widow 


(Ruth iv. 5.)—the end of this important 
law muſt in many caſes be defeated—the wi- 
555 war 1 8 8 
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dow be tempted to marry a danger ie put 
herſelf and the inheritance into his hands 
and the whole reaſon aſſigned for the law it- 
ſelf, that of raſing up ſeed to the deceaſed, to 
preſerve the inheritance in his family, that 
his name be not put out of Ifael—fall' to the 
ground. For which weighty reaſons, as 
there was evidently no law againſt — 
there could be no exemption of a man from 
the poſitive duty of this law becauſe he was 
married. As we yu eadem ratio ibi idem 


But the I Dean, i in onder to over - 
Ee all the Biſbop's reaſoning on the ſub- 
ject, obſerves from Se/den's Ux. Heb. that 
10 „ the Chaldee paraphraſt, the Midraſb, and 
ephus, agree, that this was the reaſon 
Matos s next kinſman refuſed to re- 
* 5 Ruth, his widow, viz. Becauſe it 
* was not lawful for bim to marry her, having 
* a wife of bis own. That people ſhould in- 
vent reaſons for men's actions, where none 
are given, is not ſo ſurprizing as overlooking 
the reaſons that are given, and ſubſtituting 
others which do not appear to be ſo much as 
thought of by the parties themſelves. This 
is the caſe here—Mablon's next tinſman” is 
applied to, as by law he ought to have been, 
to buy Mablans inheritance, and to marry 
Ruth his widow: his anſwer is neither more 
nor leſs than this I cannot redeem. it for 
** myſelf, % I mar my own inberitance. 
How theſe words relate to the laufulneſ or 
lafit 


3 
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enlawfulneſs of the matter, was reſerved for 
the ingenuity of modern interpreters to 
make out—that they may, and moſt probably 
do, relate to the expediency or inexpediency of 
ſuch a ſtep, the 4:m/man's preſent circum- 

| ſtances conſidered, may be eaſily inferred 
from the wordt of the reaſon given. The 
kinſman might be married, perhaps have many 
children, and but a ſmall proviſion for them 
— therefore, when he hears of not only diſ- 
burſing the redemption-price for Mahlon's 
parcel of land, but that this could not be 
done, without marrying a very poor young 
woman, by whom he might have another nu- _ 
merous family of children, which he could | 
not maintain, educate, or provide for, out of 
the ſmall parcel of land which was * Elime- 
lech's, but muſt diminiſh his own inherit- 
ance of which he was poſſeſſed, to the da- 
mage of his other family, he prudently de- 
clines the kinſman's part—left, ſaid he, I mar 
mine own inheritance. Such a ſenſe as this 
the words will moſt certainly bear; but as 
to their meaning that the man would not 
marry Ruth becauſe it was not lawful 
« for him to marry her, Saving a wife of bis 
« mit Nit is a conceit, fetched even farther. 

than, one would think, the utmoſt unfair- 
neſs of prejudice itſelf could reach. 


*. Elimelech was the father of Mablon; therefore the 
land is called Elimelech's, it deſcending to Mahlon from 
: Since 
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Since I wrote the above, I have looked 
into Biſhop Patrick, on Ruth iv. 6. who men- 
tions the paſſage alluded to in the Chaldee 
parapbraſt, and the Midraſh ; and fo far from 
their appearing to ſay what the Dean would 
make them, there is not a word of any ſuch 
thing ; they put quite'a different ſenſe upon 
the words. As for Jeſepbus, I would almoſt 
venture to affirm, without looking into the 
book, that he cannot ſo groſſly contradict 
himſelf; for when he is writing that part of 
the Hiftory of David, where he ſpeaks of his 
polygamy, he ſays—Jovros de doro nal yuvamas 
ac Tags u! vchH jyayere —(God) giving 
„ him wives, which he jf, and lawfully 
% married.” However, having conſulted 
be on the ſubject, I find no ſuch reaſon 
aſſigned by the 4in/man, for refuſing to re- 
deem Mablon's land, and to marry his wi- 


dow, as the Dean aſſerts.— Foſephas, Antiq. 


lib. ix. c. 5. & 4. ſpeaking of the &mſman's 
refuſal, ſays, that he rejected the offer 
Ea. de nat yuvang A νπνν dvrw una: mRNAs war 
«© Saying, he had already a wife and chil- 
« dren;” but not a word that it was un- 
« lawful to marry another woman.” Not 
that Fo/ephus repreſents the matter as the 
Bible does, any more than the learned Dean 
rightly repreſents the ſentiments of Foſephus.” 
It might not be expedient for the n to 
marry Ruth, as he was circumſtanced ; but 
this has nothing to do with the /awfulneſs or 
unlawſulneſs of the matter, with reſpect = 
© _ 
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the law of Gop. Lawfulneſs and: expediency 
are very diſtinct and different conſiderations. 
See 1 Cor. vi. 12. 1 Cor. x. 23. As for Mr. 
Selden, he, in the ver * which the 
Dean quotes, reſolves the &in/man's refuſal to 
marry Ruth into a matter of prudence, and 
that for much the ſame reaſons which J have 


aſſigned above. | 1 
The law itſelf on which we have been diſ- 
courſing, was only a /ocal and temporary inſti- 
tution, and, in the very nature of it, could 
only concern the Jews, and that only with 
regard to their peculiar ſituation before the 
coming of the Mefiah, when ſo much de- 
pended. on the clearneſs of family deſcent and 
inberitance. It is obſervable that this law, 
though not reduced to writing and pub- 
liſhed. till the time of Moſes, yet exiſted 
among the patriarchs, as we learn from Gen. 
XXXV1U. 8. 5 5 
I now ſhall obſerve on ſome laws of more 
extenſive. import, the obligation of which 
muſt concern every man, and that at all times 
and places, becauſe the evident purpoſe for 
which they. were ordained, and the reaſons 
on which they are apparently founded, muſt 
_ equally concern all mankind. The /aws I: 
mean, are. thoſe already ſpoken of, as made. 
for the preſervation. of the female ſex from 
ruin — 1 proftitutton, by compelling every 


man to marry the virgin he lies with, The 
firſt of them is to be found Exod. xxii. 163 
the other Deut. xxii. 28, 29. Theſe _ 
_" 
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- muſt in ſome caſes “ command polygamy,-and 
therefore, in ſuch caſes, make it a duty; for 
they are ſo framed as to admit of no other 
conſtruction, conſiſtently with the terms in 
which Moſes hath recorded them. The 
terms in which theſe laws are enacted. with 
reſpect to the nen ſeducing or taking virgins, 
&c. are as indefinite as words can poſſibly be: 
Ja man, fays our tranſlation. —This muſt, 
ex vi termini, mean any man whatſoever, be 
his fituation what it may—which is ex- 
AGtly the ſenſe of the Hebrew WKN 5—As the 
right underſtanding of this comprehenſive 
and unlimited word WR. is: of the utmoſt 
importance to the point in queſtion, I will 
lay a full and clear explanation of it before 


S * Sx» 


cc 2 though, according to its dif- 
«« ferent genders, it has to /e; but is 
u applied to almoſt any diſtin being 
or thing; as, for inſtance, to man. 
„ &c.” See Parkburſt's Heb. Lex. 
ſub voc. new —*< which,” faith he, 
* denotes exiftence, ſufiftence, reality. 
* Luther, de Di am, Epiſcoporum, $ 65, . ſays — 
« Nota ſunt jura Moſaica de fratris defunttt uxore, & 
«< filia corrupta invito patre, que cogunt plurium uxorum 
«©. efſe virum. “ The Moſaic laws concerning the 
<< wife of a deceaſed brother, and concerning a daugh- 
e ter defiled againſt the father's conſent, are well 
«© known, which compel a man to have a plurality of 
ce ui ve... e od 
I will 
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I will next ſubjoin the interpretation of 
Calgſo, who, in his valuable Hebrew Con- 


cordance, gives us ſome hundreds of rexts in 
which this word occurs. ai! 


wa << © Perſona, creatura— nomen . 
| « quod eſſentiam rei non di inguit” 

| | A perſon, a creature—a general name, 
wich doth not di Yfeinguiſh the Fence 7 
the thing ſpoken of. 3 


wh «© Homo generaliter completers 40. 
| «© culum & feminam.” MAN 1 


rally, including male and Jemale. | 


wie © ' Quis—quilibet—aliquis—unuſquiſque 
«© —quiſque—alter.” — Who— whoſo- 
ever any one—* every one — every 
man — any othbe r- 
© UNS ullus | 
home one any ne. 


wh © Sexus maſculus in qualibet animan- 
* tium ſpecie” cum © mentio fœmi- 
* ne additur.“ Ut Gen. vii. 2. (Xxiv. 
16.) The MALE s Ex in any ſpecies 
of animals where the Female i is alſo men- 


toned. 


wh © Vir—maritus—fi cum uxore confe- 
« ratur.” Gen. iii. 6. An HUSBAND, 
a MARRIED MAN, where Joined with 
WIFE. | | 


* 'Thus it is rendered, Job. tif its 4 | 
The 


| [ 29 ] 
The reader has now before him the mean- 
ing of the word N, whereſoever it may be 
uſed, as applicable to, or ſignificant of, man- 
kind; and by this may ſee the uſe of it 
throughout the Bible where an is mentioned. 
He may alſo ſee that the phraſe wx - a 
man, &c. 1o far from carrying any exception 
with it, as to a man's ſituation of being married 
or unmarried, excludes all exception whatſoever 
wherever we meet with it ; therefore as much 
in the texts of Exodus and Deuteronomy as 
elſewhere. Let the reader take the Hebrew, 
or even the Engliſb concordance, and try the 
experiment: he will find that wx e in He 
brew, and F any man in Engliſb, are in the 
ſcriptures, as in every other book I ever met 
with, as indefinite as words can be, with re- 
lation to the ſubject in queſtion. | 
Blut if no exception as to the ftuation of the 
man is A is it not implied? 80 far 
from that, the Holy Gho/t (in this paſſage 
particularly) has demonſtrably guarded againſt 
any ſuch implication, and this by adding the 
words not betrothed to the deſcription of the 
virgin or damſel, which is done in both places. 
Expreſſio unius eft excliſio alterius —the expreſſing 
an exception with regard to the woman, but 
none with reſpect to the man, proves, as far 
as the ſoundeſt rules of conſtruction of all laws 
can prove, that none was intended. | 
| Had any reſtriction of this law with regard 
to the tuation of the nan been intended, it 
might eafily have been expreſſed, by only add- 
Vor. I. - TW ing 


/ : 


& 


oF 
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ing ſome reſtrictive expreſſion or“ epithet 
to the deſcription of the man as to that of the 
damſel. But, inſtead of any thing of this ſort, 
we find the indefinite 2wN ; and therefore our 
tranſlators have rightly rendered it @ nan in- 
definitely; — ſo the LXX—eav de Tic—but if any 
man; — the Latin vir—if a man ;—the 


French of D. Martin —ſi quelqu un —if any one. 


Though all the tranſlators of the Bible which 
I have met with, have modeſtly, humbly, and 
faithfully repreſented the mind of Gop as He 
has been pleaſed to reveal it, yet ſome ex- 

oſitors have ventured to interpret ˙ . 
if a man—by—1f an unmarried man— thus 


*The reſtrictive deſcription of the damſel is WW N 
non deſponſata — not betrotbed. But no v is added to 
the deſcription of the man. And it is very remarkable, 
that though betrething is uſed ſo often in the Bible, it al- 
ways relates to the woman, never to the man, as the i on 
betrathed. The man is ſaid to betroth a woman, as Deut. 
XXviii. 30. Deut. xx. 7. & al.—ſo when betrothing is 
figuratively uſed, as Hoſ. ii. 19, 20. But in neither 
ſenſe is it once uſed in all the ſcriptures paſffuely on the 
man's de. | 4. 

This diſtinction is alfo maintained in the New Teſta- 
ment. See Matt. i. 18. Luke i. 27; ii. 5. 2 Cor. xi. 2, 
This can make no difference with regard to DIVORCE ; 
bus .- ſeems to make a con/iderable one in certain other 
reſpects. | 
| „ to the above remarks, Gronauius on Grot. de 
Jure. lib. ii. c. 5. H 8. n. 20. obſerves, that where Gre- 
tius ſpeaks of the woman's contracting herſelf to the man, 
there is tacitly implied, that the contract on the man's 
„ ſide is not by nature, but from poſitive inſtitution.” 
See before, p. 22. n. This muſt mean human inſtitution, 
for there is no trace of ſuch a thing in the Bible, as the 
confinement of the word M to the fide of the woman. 
ſufficiently demonſtrates” hee” cs, 

5 8 | corrupting 
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corrupting the paſſage by an interpolation, 
not only unwarranted by the Hebrew text, 
but by every tranſlation of it extant. This 
method of interpreting ſcripture, not by 
ſcripture, -but by our own prejudiced imagi- 
nations, is making the word of Gop to mean 
any thing and every, thing which fancy may 
invent; and rendering it—inſtead of a fure 
word of prephecy, to the which we do weil to take 
heed, as unto a light that ſhineth in a dark place, 
2 Pet. i. 19.—a Port of ignis fatuus, by no means 
to be depended on for a director and guide, in 
ſo awful a concern as therein is propoſed to 
every man to whom that word ſhall come. 

The only ſhadow of excuſe for ſuch an in- 
terpretation, or rather corruption of the paſ- 
ſages above mentioned, is the being able to 
produce ſome pęſitive law againſt a man's 
having more wives than one at a time; and. 
then, in order to make Gop's laws agree to- 
gether, it may be thought reaſonable to re- 
. ſtrain the indefinite expreſſion WR e- a 
man, in Exodus and Deuteronomy, to unmarried 
men only. But as the firſt is impoſſible, the 
| ſecond is without, and indeed againſt, all au- 
thority from the law of Gop; for that it al- 
lowed polygamy, is juſt as clear as that it 
allowed: marriage. Therefore the conſequence 
is, that the expreſſion in queſtion being 
general, without ſimitation or exception with 
reſpect to the ſituation of the man, as married 
or unmarried, it muſt in ſome caſes command 
polygamy, and therefore make it a duty. This 
conſequence muſt. be allawed, if we let ſcrip- 

| | 8 2 ture 


TC 
ture ſpeak for itſelf ; it could not be avoided - 


by any other means than a man's refraining 
entirely from the other * or, if he married, 
contenting himſelf with one wife. If a man 
went farther than this, he muſt take the con- 
ſequence.— But as Gop would not ſuffer 4 
whore f the daughters of Iſrael, ſo he made 
' theſe laws to prevent their being expoſed to 
proſtitution by men's tabing them, and then 
putting them away. This was juſt as likely 
to be the caſe where married men were con- 
| cerned, as where others were; therefore poſi- 
_ tively forbidden as to St alike. 
That there were ſome ingredients in theſe 
laws, of the ceremonial, local, or temporary 
 kind—as the payment of the fifty ſhekels to the 
ather—we do not deny ; but that the morality 
of theſe laws muſt ſurvive as long as morality 
itſelf exiſts, is as clear, as that expoſing a 
woman to proſtitution and rum muſt at all 
times be equally hateful in the ſight of Goo, 
and therefore at all times equally provided 
againſt by theſe humane and ſalutary laws. 
In confirmation of what is here ſaid, I 
would lay it down as a rule in all caſes, that 
wherever a moral intendment appears to be in- 
volved in the words of a ritual, ceremonial, or 
local and temporary inſtitution, there, though 
the letter of the law itſelf can have no place 
among us, yet the ſpirit and moral intentian 
muſt ſurvive as long as the world endures. 
For inſtance, it is written, Deut. xxv. 4. Thou 
ſhalt not muzzle the ox when he treadeth out 
_ -the corn. By this we muſt ſuppoſe, that it 


was 


o 
% 


was the cuſtom in thoſe days, and in that. - 
part of the world, to lay the' /heaves on the 
oor, and to get the corn out by the reading 
or trampling of * oxen. We get the corn out 
of the ſheaves by threſhing with flails ; there- 
fore the letter of the law above mentioned has 
nothing to do with us. But the Hpirit of 
this law being of a moral nature, and to teach 
us, that De who labour in the word and doc 
 Frine are to live of their labours, for that the 
labourer it worthy of bis reward—this law is 
itſelf quoted by St. Paul, 1 Cor. ix. 9. 
1 Tim. v. 18. as a proof that 'they' who 
preach the goſpel ſhould live of the goſpel. 
1 Cor. ix. 14. From whence, as from other 
inſtances which might be mentioned, I infer, 
that though a la itself, or fome part of it, 
may have vaniſhed/as to the lerter, yet it may, 
or rather muſt, ſurvive as to the ſpirit of it. 
Shall we fay, that we muſt conſtrue the 
words any man—to mean unmarried men 
only, becauſe, though Gop's laws do not 
forbid polygamy, yet -ours do? To imagine 
that our laws are to controul the laws of Gop, 
is a blaſphemous arrogance, in | compariſon 
of which, Cardinal Woſſeys - Eoo EH RRx 
Mxos.—is Bumility itſelf in the very abſtract. 
The law of the land is ſuch, that à married 
Engliſhman cannot publicly and openly! marry” 
the virgin be has ſeduced or taken z he cannot 
_ * Kolben tells us, that this practice is obſerved at the 
Cape of Good Hope, (vol. ii. p. 73.) and adds—***tis moſt 
<6: certain, that corn is much more expeditiouſly got out 
„of the ears by the treading of horſes or oxen, than it is 
*© by threfhing. A team of eight horſes or oxen will tread 
out more corn in a few hours, than a dozen men can 
** threſh out in a whole day.“ 5 „ 
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| obey the letter therefore of theſe laws of 
Gop, as the Jes could have done; but he 
can and ought to make them the law of his 
conſcience ; and if he has taken @ virgin, &c. 
he can, according to the ſpirit of theſe laws, 
maintain, prote, and provide for her, and, if 


1 he ſurvives his preſent engagement, marry her 
1 publicly in preference to all other women 
i upon earth, — Thus would one great end of 
1 this law be anſwered, N a pre · 
þ ſerved from deſtruction. If indeed the wo- 
1 man is profligate enough to forſake the man, 
i and voluntarily unite herſelf with another, 
þ ſhe is guilty of tranſgreſſing theſe laws of 


| Gop, as in other caſes of adultery : for, the 
ſame reaſon which is given why the man 
ſhall not. put her away all bis days, viz. becauſe 
| be hath humbled her, goes to what 19:alfo ſaid 
= of the woman—/he ſhall. be his wife —ſne cer- 
} tainly therefore 7x bis wife in Gop's fight, 
= |} and whoſoever toucheth her ſhall not be innocent, 
| Prov. vi. 29. F „ 


þ I ſome time ago met with two ſermons, 
. which were preached, and afterwards printed 
bo on occaſion of paſſing the marriage- act. The 
| learned author, ſpeaking of palygamy, ex- 
1 preſſes himſelf as follows: We find like- 
Þ „ wiſe in thoſe early times, and afterwards, 
. * that polygamy. was partly indulged, but 
þ only upon certain pical occaſions, and 
C then only among the parriarchs and ſome 

N ql . of the kings, who were all expreſs types of 
ll «CHRIST in their ſeveral marriages ; and'in 
ll this reſpe& they each typified and pre- 
A f5 figured ChRIST's marrying _— 55 
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40 church, and the ſeveral churches of the 


« Heathen nations, which, under the goſpel; 


were all deſigned to make but one 2 Io or 
one ſpouſe ; therefore, under the go 8ofpel, po 
46 ly gamy ceaſes, and but one wife is all 
it this author will examine his Bible a lit 
tle more cloſely, he will find himſelf miſ- 


taken both in is premiſes, and in his contlu- 


In the 1 place, it cannot be true 
chat te . polygamy hs partly indulged, only 
e upon ſome typical occaſions, and then only 
among the atriarchs and ſome of the 
Kings. — This appears from the law, Deut. 
xxi. 15. which was enacted after the | 
archal age had ceaſed, and many ages foes 
there was a king in Iſrael. That law is framed 
in general terms, ſo as to include any and every 
man—that has #200 wives :—it does not ſay, if 
a patriarch or king hath two wives. but 
Pu Tm ww Th 2litcrally—* f 
* there be to a man'—0t—as we tranſlate 5 
Gt Fa man have—two wives* See Ta 
Concor. ſub voc. MA, N' 82. It is 1 
rent, then, that the law being general, it was 
meant to regulate a general practice. It is 
alſo untrue in point of fact, that . polygamy 
was partly indulged only to patriarchs and 


| «© ſome of the kings;” witneſs Elkanah, who 
was neither patriarch nor * king, but a Le- 


\ 
do it is faid of Gideon—He had e phy if his body 
dpf; or be had many wives. Ju Of Fair," 
| e irty ſons. Ju udg. ix. 4. Ihe — Verba had 
1 


roy fo ens and _ ts. ou Judg. xii. 9. Abdon had 
forty ſons, ver. 1 heſe were neither patriarchs nar 


kings, but all jud of dſrael, and muſt, by the numbers 
of their hel Fes concluded to have * polygam as 
well as Gideon, 


* 
% 
> 
—— * =D 


= — — — — — —— _—_ 2 — —_ - 2 
+" FF p tens rr re e > II Ir arrears yn — 1 
ZI ˙—— p — —— — — — 
— 5 N 


1 
4 


— 


— — 


1 264 ] 


vite, deſcended from Kohath, the ſon of Levi, 
1 Chron. vi. 27, 28 ; and yet we find, by his 
hiſtory, 1 Sam. i. 1, &c. that polygamy was 
indulged to him as evidently: as to any patri- 
arch or king that ever lived. From all which 
it appears, that our author's conclufion— 
therefore, under the go/þe/, polygamy ceaſes, 
and but one wife is allowed —falls to the 
ground. But let us look back again to 
Deut. xxi. 15.— That law was evidently 
made to regulate the diſpoſal of a man's inbe- 
ritance who had wo wives, and to prevent the 
diſheriſon of the fir/i-born through favour and 
affection towards the child who was not ſo, . 
becauſe born of the favourite wife. This | 
could not concern the patriarchs, who had all 
been long dead—nor (immediately at leaſt) 


| £ the &ings, who did not exiſt till near four bun- 
f 1 dred years afterwards—nor the prieſts and 


W Levites, who could have no inheritance to diſ- 
| poſe of. Numb. xviii. 20, 21. Deut. x. 9. 
X11. 12. latter part. Deut. xviii. 1, 2.—If then 
it did not concern the people at large, it was 
nugatory, for it concerned nobody at all.— This 

is ſurely a very ſufficient proof that po/ygamy 
was an allowed practice of the Jews * in ge- 

e A. 


* The modern Fews forbid polygamy among the peo- 

ple, and this pine ett of "ty * inthe 

Talmud but the reaſons aſſigned to me, on diſcourſing 
with a learned Few on this ſubje&, were of the pruden- 
tial kind; ſuch as the people in general being too poor to, 

maintain more than one wife, the quarrels it occaſioned, an 
the like. —l aſked him if he looked upon it as forbidden 
by the law of Gop ?—* Nv, Gop forbid,” replied he 
earneſtly ; what then muſt bo the caſe of e | 
| f Vid 205 ee * Facob, 


neral. The all. wiſe Gop cannot be ſuppoſed 
to enact ſo pohitive a law, if there were no 
perſons who could be objects of it; and this 
law to regulate certain circumſtantes which did 
not exiſt; nor is it eaſy to imagine, that if 
thoſe circumſtances were finful, they would not 
have been as explicitly condemned, as they are 
here plainly allowed and regulated. What 
has been obſerved above, concerning the law 
of Deut. xxi. i 5. holds equally true of Exod. 
xxi. 10. which had as little to do with pa- 
triarchs and kings as the other hac. 

I cannot conclude this part of my ſubject 
without mentioning a caſe, which thoſe would 
do well to conſider, who confound polyga 
with adultery, and plead the authority of the 

reat and infallible mterpreter of Gop's mind 


and will for ſo doing; I mean the caſe of Abi- : 


melech, King of Gerar ; who, having already 
a wife of his own, ſent and took Sarah the wife 
of Abraham, Gen. xx. 2 But Gop came to Abi- 
melech in a dream by night, and ſaid to him—Be- 


46 e David, &c. ?“ He likewiſe told me, that this - 
prohibition was “ not univerſal, for that in ſome coun- 
tries polygamy was ſtill practiſed among the Jews.” He 
added, that even here, if a Few'\married a woman, and 
„had no children by her, after ten years he might marry . 
„ andyher wife.” So, where a man defiles a virgin, be 
& Hall be his wife, agreeable to Exod. xxii. 16. and Deut. 
% Xxii. 28, 29. F take the truth to be, that the Jetos, 
as to the buſineſs of polygamy, uſually conform to the 
cuſtom of the country where they live. As for the 
modern Fews,” ſays Leo Mutintnſis, ©* thoſe of them 
© who live in the. Zaff, ſtill keep up their: antient 
„practice of polygamy ; whereas in Germany they are not 
allowed this privilege, and in 7taly very rarely, and 
only in caſe a man hath lived fen years with his wife 
5 without iſſue.” See Pufeng. book vi. ch. 1. $ 16. 

| | | hold, 


| i 
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hold, thou art but a dead man, for the woman 
which thou haſt taken—for ſhe is a man's wife. 
Here God plainly fet forth His thoughts of 
adultery, or taking a man's wife; that it is a 
1 J fin to be puniſhed with death. — However, 
Wil. 72 I Abimelech had not actually defiled her, and 
{ 1—— (Mews that, if he had not been deceived by 
1 Abraham's ſaying that Sarah was his fihter, he 
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ad would not have taken her at all. Said be not 
unto me, She is my ſofter ? and ſhe, even ſhe her- 
ſelf ſaid, He is my brother. In the integrity of 
my heart, and innocency of my hands, have I 
done this. And Gop fail unto him in a 
dream, Yea, I know that thou didft it in the 
integrity of thine heart, for I alſo witheld tber 
from fiuning againſt Me, therefore ſuffered I thee 
not to touch her. The ſin of adultery is cer- 
tainly marked very ſtrongly, but here was a 
fair opportunity to have as ſtrongly, marked 
polygamy, if that was a ſin alſo. How could 
Abimelech, having a wife, ver. 17, take 

other woman innocently ? and yet Gop allows 
this to have been done, in his anſwer to the 
plea of Abimelech. Though he was innocent 
as to an intentional adultery, being ignorant 
that Sarah was Abraham's wife, yet Abime- 
lech muſt know that he had a wyfe of bis own, 
and therefore could not nnocently, and in the 
mtegrity of his heart, take any other woman of 
any kind, if polygamy was a fin. But ſup- 
poſing this poor “ heathen was ignorant, and 


* © Tt appears by this whole hiſtory of Abimelech, 
© that he was a man of great virtue in thoſe days; not 
t an idolater, but a worſhipper of the true Gop,.as. Mel- 
& ehizedech, the high-prieft of that country, was. Pa- 
trick on Gen. xx. 7. | | PTY 
therefore 


„ 

therefore ſaid this knowing no better, yet 
Gop could not be ignorant of His own mind 
and will, when he ſaid— Tea, I know that thou 
didſt this in the integrity of thine heart, for T alſo 
witheld thee from finning againſt Me. Ra- 
ther, why did he not ſay—** Thou wicked 
« wretch, how canſt thou dare to talk of the 
* jnnocency of thine hands, and of the integrity 
« of thine heart ?—ſuppoſing thou didſt not 
« know Sarah to be another man's wife, yet 
the taking any woman, as thou haſt already 
* a wife of thine own, is, againſt the Jaw of 
* marriage, and therefore a morta/ fn.” In- 
ſtead of this, Gop allows his plea, and the 
moment Abimelech reſtored Sarab to her huj- 
band, Gon graciouſly removes every mark of 
his diſpleaſure, ver. 17, 18. So ABRAHAM F 
„ „ prayed 
+ Who was himſelf at that hour a polygami/t. See 
Gen. xvi. 3, 4. It is likewiſe to be obſerved, that 4bra-- 
ham was a Chriſtian believer, as much ſo as Paul was, 
who tells us, the goſpel was preached to Abraham - that he 
believed it—was juſtified by faith — and that they which bx 
MF faith, are bleſſed with 1 Abraham, who is piri- 
tually) the father of all behevers in ChRIsT. Comp. 
Rom. iv. 16, &c. with Gal. ili. 9, 14--and John viii. 56. 
Abraham would have been exceedingly puzzled, to have 
found out what the goſpel which was preached to him (and 
in which he believed and rejoiced) had to do with poly- 
gamy, or to have accounted for the poſſibility of the chil- 
dren of his faith, in future ages, finding out that it was 

the ſame thing with adultery; . when Abraham's own eyes / 
and ears were witneſſes of there being put as great a dif- 
ference between polygamy and adaltery, as could poſſibly 
exiſt between any two things in creation; and: this, by 
the determination of that Gop, who afterwards gave the 
law to Moſes at Mount Sinai and who bore teſtimony 
concerning Abraham that he had obeyed His voice—kept - 
His cHARGE—His COMMANDMENTsS—His 8TATUTES— 
and His Laws, See Gen. xxvi. 5,—But how is. this 
Ti : conſiſtent 


| | 
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prayed unto Go, and Gon healed ABIME- 
1. Eh, and his wife, and his maid- ſervants — 
vob) (which ſeem to have ſtood in the 


ſame relation to Abimelech, as the D⁰ν .- Hagar 
(See Gen. xxi. 10. Comp. Judges viii. 31. 


with ix. 18.) did to Ane, chap. xvi. 3, 4.) 


and they bare children — 9 — pepererunt, 
Mont.—hey brought forth : for the Lok D had 


faſf clo ojed. up Il tbe 1 of the houſe of ABI- 
MELECH, becauſe of SARAH, ABRAHAM: 8 


. wife. It ſhould ſeem by the context, that 


Good had witheld Abimelech from finning againſt 
Him, in acriminal acceſs to Sarah, by inflict- 
ing a judicial diſability of ſome kind upon him ; 


alſo, to mark the more ſtrongly His holy in- 


dignation againſt him, for taking another 
man's wife, He rendered Abimelech's wife, then 
great with child, (as alſo ſuch of his maid- 
rents, who it ſhould ſeem, from what is 
faid, ver. 17, 18, were probably his concubines, 


and ſome of them alſo great with child} una- 


ble to bring. forth—but when Sarah was res 
ſtored, Abimelech was reſtored to his own wo- 
men, and they to him.—All this by the i- 
mediate hand of Goo. 

I vould only ſay, that any perſon who: can 
attentively conſider the ſeveral circumſtances 
of this hiſtory of the divine interpoſition, and 
talk of the ſinfulneſs of polygamy in the fight 
.of Gop, even putting it on the ſame footing 
with adultery, will appear to differ very 


confifient with truth, if Abraham's polygamy was an 


open and continued violation of Gop's primary law of 


marriage? or if, as St. Ambroſe INN was living 


in e 4 
widely, 


—— on I 
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widely, in his judgment of the matter, from 
this authentic record of the mind and will of 
the M ::: nes 
How early an abhorrence of the ſin of 
adultery was impreſſed on the minds of men, 
and of the puniſbment which awaited it, may 
likewiſe be gathered from the hiſtory of 
Jaac and Abimelech king of Gerar, which is 
recorded Gen. xxvi. particularly at ver. 10, 11. 
It is to be remarked alſo, that throughout 
the whole ſcripture, the ſame approbation ; 
many like circumſtances which evidenced 
that approbation ; alſo, like anſwers to es 
and like miracles, in token of that approbation, 
attended equally on a ſecond, or after-taken 
wife, under a * contract, as on a u 
or only wife. This may be ſaid to be uni- 
formly the caſe, as may appear from the fol- 
lowing | | 


PARADIGN. 


Sarai was barren —ſhe 


had no child—Gen. xi. 30. 


And Abram ſaid, Lorp 
Gop, what wilt thou give 
me, ſeeing I go childleſs ? 
— Behold to me thou haſt 
given no ſeed. And He 
brought him forth abroad, 
and ſaid, Look now to- 


wards heaven, and tell the 


ſtars, if thou be able to 
number them; and He ſaid 
unto him—So ſhall thy 
ſeed be. Gen. xv. 2, 3, 5. 
And Gop ſaid unto Abra- 
ham, As for Sarah thy wife, 
J will blefs her, and give 
| | thee 


be his wife, 


And Sarai ſaid unto 
Abram, Go in unto my 
maid ; and ſhe gave Hagar 
to her huſband Abram to 
And he went 
in unto Hagar, and ſhe con- 
ceived—and the angel of 
the Lorp ſaid, I will mul- 
tiply thy ſeed exceedingly, 
that it ſhall not be num 
bered for multitude, Gen. 
XVi. 2, 4, 10. Yea, 


Gop ſaid, As for 1þ- 
mael, behold I have bleſſed 


him, and will make him 
fruitful, 
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thee a fon of her. Vea l 
will bleſs her, and ſhe ſhall 
be a mother of nations ; 
kings of people ſhall be of 
her. Gen. xvii. 15, 16. 


Gop ſaid — Sarah thy 


wife ſhall indeed bear thee 
a ſon, and thou ſhalt call 
his name {/agc. Gen. xvii. 
19. 
94 nd Sarah conceived 
and bare Abraham a ſon in 
his old age—and Abraham 
called his name IJſaac. Gen. 
xxi. 2, 3. 

{ſaac was 2 
when he took Rebekah to 


wife — and Jſaac intreated 
the Loxrp for his wife, be- 
cauſe ſne was barren; and 
the LoRD was intreated 0 
him, and Rebekah his wife 
conceived. Gen. xxv. 20, 


21. 


Manoab's wife was bar- 
ren and bare not; and the 
angel of the Lox p appeared 


unto the woman, and ſaid 


unto her, Behold, now 
thou art barren and bareſt 
not, but thou ſhalt con- 
ceive and bear a ſon — and 


the woman bare a ſon, and 


called his name Samſon; 
and the child grew, and the 
Lord bleſſed him. Judg. 
xiii. 2, 3, 24. 


years old 


fruitful, and multiply him 
exceedingly; twelve princes 
ſhall he beget, and I will 
make him a great nation. 
Gen. xvii. 20. 

And the angel of the 
Lonxp ſaid unto Hagar, 
Behold thon art with child, 


and ſhalt bear a ſon, and 
ſhalt call his name [hmael. 


And Hagar bare Abrama 
ſon, and Abram called his 
ſon's name, which Hagar 
bare, Iſbmael. Gen. 
11, 15. | 


Jacob took Leah and Ra- 
chel—but Rachel was bar 


ſhe gave him Bilbab her 


handmaid to wife; and Ja- 
cob went in unto her; and 
Bilbab conceived and bare 
M a ſon. And Rachel 
aid, God hath judged me, 
and hath alſo beard my 
voice, and hath given me a 
ſon. Gen. xxx. 4, 5, 6. 
And Bilhah, Rachel's 
maid, conceived again, and 


xvi. 


. 


bare Jacob a ſecond ſon, 
and Rachel ſaid, 3 
ND) DIR © By the 


agency (Heb. twiſtings) 
© of the Aleim I am 2 
e twiſted with my ſiſter 
4 1. . my family is now 


<« interwoven with my ſiſ- 


<< ter's, and has a chance 
© of producing the pro- 
<< miſed ſeed.” 
Heb. Lex. 579. 7 2 
When Leah ſaw that ſhe 
had left off bearing —ſhe 
took Zilpah her mace, and 


See P ark. 


gave 
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From henceforth all ge- 
nerations ſhall call me 


2 bleffed. WV; M. Luke i. 48. | 


There was a certain es 


named Zacharias, and his 
wife's name was Elizabeth 
—and they had no child, 
becauſe Elizabeth was bar- 
ren, and they both were 
well ſtricken in years. And 
the angel ſaid unto him, 
Fear not, Zacharias, for thy 
prayer is heard, and thy 
wife ſhall bear thee a fon, 
and thou ſhalt call his 
name Fohn—and he ſhall 
be great in the ſight of the. 
Lok, &c. 


Elizabeth conceived, and 
ſaid — Thus hath the Loxp 
dealt with me in the days 
wherein he looked on me to 

| | take 


And his wife 


| the her to Jacob to wife. * 
nd Zilpah, Leah's maid, 
bare Jatob a fon, 
And Zilpab, Leab's maid, 
bare Jacob a ſecond ſon. 
And Leah ſaid — Happy 
am I, for the daughters 


will call me bleſſed. 


And Gop hearkened un- 
to Leah, and ſhe conceived 
and bare Jacob a fifth ſon. 
And Leah ſaid, Gop hath 
iven me my hire, becauſe I 
ave given my maiden to mine 
huſband. And Gop remem- 
bered Rachel, and Gop 
hearkened to her, and opened 
her womb, and the conceived 
and bare a ſon, and ſaid, 
Gop bath taken away my 
reproach. And ſhe called 
his name Joſeph, and ſaid, 
The LorD thall add to me 
another ſon. Gen. xxx. 24. 
See alſo Gen. xxxv. 9—12. 
There was a certain man 
of Ramathaim Zophim (a 
Levite of the family of the 
Kohathites, ſee 1 Chron. vi. 
33, 34, &c.) and his name 
was Elkanah.. And he had 


tt wives - the name of one 


was Hannah—and of the 
other Peninnah.-—Peninnah 
had children; Hannah had 
no children - the Lord had 
ſhut up her womb.— And 
her adverſary alſo provoked 
her ſore for to make her 
fret, becauſe the Loxn had 
ſhut up her womb. And 
ſhe was in bitterneſs of 
ſoul, and prayed unto the 
LokD, and wept ſore —and 
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take away my reproach a- 
mong men. And ſhe brought 


forth a ſon, and his name 


was called John, &c. Luke 
i. 5, 79 13, 25, &c. 


Song of the Virgin Mary. 


My ſoul doth magnify 
the Loxp, and m 
hath rejoiced in Gop my 
Saviour. 3 


For he hath regarded the 


low eſtate of his hand- 
maiden. . 
He that is mighty hath 
done. to me great things, 
aud holy is his name. | 
| And 


O Loxp of Hoſts, if thou 
wilt indeed look upon the 


ſpirit 


ſhe vowed a vow, and ſaid, 


affliction of thine hand- 
maid, and remember and 
not forget thine handmaid, 
but wilt give unto thine 
handmaid a man-child, I 
will give him unto the 


Lord all the days of his 
 life—&c. 


Then El (the 
high-prieft) anſwered, and 
faid—Go in peace, and the 
Gop of IJſrael grant thee 
thy petition that thou haſt 
aſked of Him, &c. Where- 
fore it came to paſs, when 
the time was come about, 


after Hannah had con- 


ceived, that ſhe bare a ſon, 


and called his name Samuel, 


ſaying, Becauſe I have aſted 
him of the Lok p, &c. And 
Hannah ſaid — For this 
child I prayed, and the 
Lord hath given me my 


tition that I aſked of 


Him. 1 Sam. i. I, &c. See 
alſo chap. it. 20, 21, 26. 


4 


 Hannab's Song.” 


Mine heart rejoiceth in 
the Loxp, mine horn is 
exalted in the LorD, my 
mouth is enlarged over 


mine enemies, becauſe I re-. 


joice in thy ſalvation. 


There is none 
the Lok. ; 


—— 


—— 


holy as 
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And His mercy is on 
them that fear Him from 
generation to generation. 

He hath ſhewed ſtrength 
with His arm, He hath 
ſcattered the pr in the 


imagination of their hearts. 


He hath put down the 
—_— from their ſeats, 


hath exalted them of 


low degree. 


He hath filled the hun- 


gry with good things, and 
the rich He hath ſent emp- 
ty away. 


He hath holpen His ſer- 


vant ljrael, in remembrance 


of his mercy, &c. 


He will keep the feet of 
His ſaints. 


The bows of tue mi ghty 
men are broken, and "i 
that ſtumbled are girt wit 
ftrength—the wicked ſhall 
be ſilent in darkneſs. 

The adverſaries of the 
Lorp ſhall be broken to 
pieces—the LoRxD maketh 
poor and maketh rich, He 
bringeth low and lifteth 
u * 

They that are full have 
hired themſelves out for 
bread, and they that were 


| hungry ceaſed, 


He ſhall give ſtrength 
unto His king, and exalt 
the horn or His anointed. | 


The concluſion of all which appears to be, 
that either we do not worſhip the ſame Gop 


which the 


Jews did, or the Gop we worſhip 


doth not difallow nor * diſapprove polygamy. 
Miraculous bleſſings beſtowed of God, in 
anſwer to the prayers of people living in open 
breach of His law, are totally contradictory 
to the whole ſcripture- character of Gon. 
The way of the wicked is an abommation to the 
LoRD, but the prayer of the upright is His de- 
* Prov. xv. g. He that turneib any bis 


'* To ſay that He once did not diſallow or diſapprove 
it, but that He has changed His mind upon the ſubject.— 
is one of thoſe aſſertions which are diametrically oppoſite 
to the attribute of unchangeableneſ's 5, ſo ftrong ly marked 
out inAcripture, and which is, and muſt * of "ive very 
Hence of an ALL-PERFECT BEING. | | 


Vor. I, 


eat 


f „ 


ear from hearing the lau, even his prayer ſhall 
be abomination. Prov. xxviii. 9. Comp. Pl. 
Ixvi. 18, 19, 20. 1 
In what has been ſaid on the ſubject of 
this chapter on po ygamy, I ſhould think ar- 
guments enougli have been brought to prove 
that it was not finful in the fight of Gop, 
under the Old i eſtament, and that the //. 
ſed Gor, by becoming man (1 Cor, xv. 47.) 
and condeſcending to appear on earth for us 
men, and for our ſalvation, in the hheneſs of 
finful fleſh, Rom. viii. 3; made of a woman 
made under the law, Gal. iv. 4; came not to 
deſtroy the law, by leſſening the ſecurity 
which it was evidently made to afford the 
weaker ſex againſt the ffronger. That the 
treachery which was ſo poſitively forbidden, 
and ſo amply provided againſt, among the 
Fews, ſhould be allowed to Chriſtians (who 
are children of the ſame Heavenly Father, ſub- 
jects of the ſame Almighty King} and even 
commanded them in ſome caſes, is a mon- 
ſtrous ſuppoſition I- repugnant to the poſi- 
tive inſtitution of Gop, They hall be one-fleſb 
— contradictory to all ſound reafon—and ab- 
horrent from every generous, honourable, and 
humane principle. Whatever the tuation 
of the man may be, the danger ariſing to the 
dn from the conſequences of ſeduction 
and dereliction is equal, therefore equally pro- 
vided againſt by the law of Gop. 
How polygamy became reprobated in the 
Chriſtian church is eatily accounted for, when 
we conſider how early the reprobation of 
os F marriage 
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marriage 1765 If began to appear. The Eng. 
ics, whom Epiphanius derives from Simon 
Magus, condemned marriage in the moſt 
ſhocking terms, ſaying that it was ** of Zhe 
Devil; but this was to ſupport them- 
ſelves in ibeir horrible tenet, that all wo- 
nnen ſhould be common - amongſt them.” 
Better people ſoon afterwards condemned 
marriage as unlawful to Chriſtians, and this 
under a wild notion of greater purity and 
perfection, in keeping from all intercourſe 
| = the other ſex. This opinion divided it= 
ſelf into many ſects, and gave great trouble 
to the church before it was diſcountenanced. 
Still ſecond marriages were held infamous, and 
called no better than /awful whoredom. N Yo 
they were not aſhamed to write, that, ** 
* nan g firſt wife being dead, it as — ng 
e and not marriage, to take another.” Amidſt 
all this, polygamy muſt neoeſſarily receive the 
ſeyereſt anatbema for if it could be ſup- 
poſed unlawful for Chriſtians to marry at all. 
and then ſo deteſtable to marry a ſecond time, 
after the death of a wife, the having #wo at 
once mult be, a fortiori, accounted more hor- 
1 than all the reſt. All theſe ſeveral 
inions had texts of ſeripture preſſed into 
| eir ſervice, by the ingeniaus zeal. of their 
ſeveral abettors : the Old Teſtament was of 
no authority in the matter; the New Teſta« 
ment was made to ſpeak what it did not mean, 
concerning what it does mention; and con- 
ſtrued ſo as to condemn what, when rightlx 
underſtood, it does not mention. The two 


F's Ff 


firſt of theſe conceits about marriage have 
been long exploded, except with reſpect to 
the Romiſb clergy, who, to this hour, are for- 
bidden to marry. But polygamy throughout 
the Chriſtian church, the weſtern part of it at 
leaſt, is looked upon as a fin againſt the ſe- 
venth commandment, though there is not a 
ſyllable in the 20e Bible which makes it ſo. 
When I mention polygamy, I would always 
be underſtood to mean on the man's fide, for 
on the /ide of the woman, the whole ſcripture 
ſhews it to be a capital offence. | 
Why this diſtinction ſhould be made, Hex 
beſt knows who made it; but, in part, we | 
may fuppoſe, from the conſequences attend- 
ing on one fide, which cannot be on the other ; 
theſe are finely touched by the ſtrong and 
maſterly pen of the ſon of Sirach Ecclus 
XX111. 22, 23. Having ſpoken of the adul- 
terer, he faith, (agreeably to Lev. xx. 10.) 
This man ſhall be puniſhed in the flreets of the 
city, (ſee alſo Deut. xxii. 24.) and where be 
Suſpecteth not he ſhall be taken. He then pro- 
ceeds—Thus ſhall it go alſo with the wife that 
leaveth her huſband, and bringeth in an heir by 
anotber— For, firſt—ſhe hath drfobeyed the law 
of the Moſt High- ſecondly—ſbe hath treſ- 
paſſed again her own huſband—and thirdly— 
e hath played the whore in adultery, and 
brought children by another man. She ſhall be 
brought out into the congregation, and ingui- 
Ation ſhall be made of her children.—Her chil- 
dren ſhall not take root, and her branches fhall 
bring no fruit, She ſhall leave ber memory ro 
3 5 
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be curſed, and her reproach ſhall not be blotted 
out. Though theſe be the words of an apo- 
 cryphal writer, they deſerve the higheſt re- 
gard, becauſe they are exactly conſonant with 
the law of Gop. But it is very extraordi- 
nary, that in a diſcourſe againſt. fornicators, 
whoremongers, and adulterers (which com- 
mences, ver. 16. and is continued to ver. 26. 
| incluſive) not a word ſhould be ſaid againſt 
polygamiſts, if polygamy were a ſin as much 
on the man's fide as on the woman's. —He 
moſt likely would not have paſſed it over in 
filence had there been any law againſt it. 
His deſcription of the adultergſi is very 
fine, and the aggravations of her offence, by 
bringing forth a ſpurious iſſue, ſtrongly mark» 
ed; but they are ſuch as cannot exiſt on 
the man's fide, and therefore hence, in part 
at leaſt, ariſes the difference. 
| What he ſays of the adulterer is alſo re- 
markably ſtriking, and evidently taken from 
Fob xxiv. 15. We loſe much of its pro- 
priety, from our miſ-tranſlation of O Ar- 
Foc TepaCauvuy dro rie uivys duTe—— A man that 
breaketh wedlock, we call it; but this is not 
a tranſlation of the words—they literally are 
the man who tranſgreſſeth from out of his 
| bed—like the murderer, Job xxiv. 14. who, 
rifin f with the light, is in the night as a thief— 
do the adulterer. Saith Job the eye of the 


adulterer waiteth for the twilight, ſaying, No 
e ſhall fee me, and diſguiſeth his face. The 
on of Sirach repreſents the adulterer as 
** Jeaving his bed, ſtealing out of it, as it 
| © | a2 % Were," 
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were, to execute his plans of wickedneſs, 
* ata time when he thinks the unſeaſonable- _ 
* neſs of the hour, and the darkneſs of the 
night, will conceal him from the eyes of 
all.“ This man is, in Fob, called q83—an' 
adulterer, or defiler of other men's wives.—' 
That the fame character is meant by the ſon 
of Sirach, is evident, from comparing Ecclus 
xxiii. 18. with Job xxiv. 15; and the puniſh- 
ment ſaid to await him, Ecclus xxiii. 2 1. with 
that aſſigned to adulterers, Lev. xx. 10. Deut. 
ii. 22, 24. „ 
Another reaſon of the difference, that is 
to ſay, why polygamy ſhould be allowed to the 
man, and no ſuch liberty belong to the woman, 
ariſes alſo from the inferiority evidently ſtamp- 
ed upon the woman by the Gop of nature, by 
whom ſhe is placed under the abſolute-power 
of her huſband, ſo that ſhe cannot diſpoſe of 
her per/on, on any occaſion, or to any purpoſe 
whatſoever, to any other but to himſelf, as 
may appear from Gen. iii. 16. She is not at 
liberty to make any contract whatſoever, with- 
out her huſband's conſent even religious vows 
are utterly void; ſhe cannot perform them if 
the huſband diſagreeth thereto. Numb. xxx. 8. 
The wife is—vToTaooopevy TW iow dsp —tſüubject- 
ed to her own proper huſband, 1 Pet. 111. 1. 
The apoſtle Paul uſes the ſame expreſſion, 
when he ſays, Rom. xii. 1. Let every ſoul 
be /ubjeed (d toro fo the higher powers. 
But none of theſe things are ſaid on the fide 
of the man—even. in teaching in the congre- 
gation, the apoſtle marks out the woman's in- 
feriority—1 Tim. ii. 11. Let the woman learn 
| in 
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in ſilence with all ſubjection— ] ſuffer not a, wo- 
man to teach, nor to uſurp authority over the- 
man, but to be in filence. Again, the ſame apoſ= 
tle faith—T he head of the woman is the man 
the man is not of the woman, but the woman of 
the man ; neither was the man created for the 
woman, but the woman for the man. 1 Cor. xi. 
3, 8, 9. It appears then from the nature of 
things, as conſtituted by the Creator hiqiſelf, 
that the man hath powers which the woman 
hath not, and therefore may uſe a freedom of 
action which the * woman cannot. The 
apoſilke's faying, the man was not created for the 
woman, but the woman for the man, reminds me 
of the manner in which ChRISFH vindicated 
his diſciples, when they were accuſed by the 
Phariſees of breaking the ſabbath, becauſe 
they plucked ſome ears of corn on the ſabbath= 
day—He ſaid unto them, The ſabbath was made 

| for man, and not man jor the ſabbath, wherefore 
the Son of Man is LorD a/o of the ſabbath. 
The reader may transfer this argument, by 
parity of reaſon, to the other ſubje& which 
we have been ſpeaking of ; and it furniſhes 
a proof, by no means inconcluſive, why a man 
may be a polygamiſt, but a woman not. 

But we may go farther, and obſerve, that 


* Beſides all this, it may be ſaid, that the more wives 
a man hath, the more children he is likely to have; but 
this cannot be on the woman's ſide ; for ſhe cannot breed 


the oftner by having more men than one. — Such a mix- 
ture is known to be even deſtructive of conception, ſo that 
the more men a woman may have, the leſs likely is ſhe to 
breed at all. This ſurely affords a ftrong proof that pa- 
| Handry (as it is called) is contrary to nature. EY: 
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without his difference, the grand ends of 
Gop's moral government, with reſpect to the 
commerce of the ſexes, would not have been 
provided for. The very laus themſelves, 
which were made to ſecure thoſe ends an both 
ſides, muſt have become mere cyphers. If 
polygamy had been permitted on the woman's 
ide, what muſt become of that law— Deut. 
xxii. 22. Fa man (WR h- any man what- 
foever } be found lying with a woman married to 
an huſband, then they ſhall both of them ate, 
both the man that lay with the woman, and the 
woman. So thou ſhalt put away evil from Is- 
' RAEL ? If the having more wives than one at 
a time had been forbidden the man, what, in 
numberleſs inſtances, muſt have become of 
Deut. xxii. 28, 29. Va man (2 D as be- 
fore -, any man whatſoever) find a. damſel 
that is a virgin which is not betrothed—and lie 
with her —ſbe ſhall be his wife ; becauſe he hath 
humbled her, he may not put her away all his 
days? The jir/t of theſe laws (as that of Lev. 
Xx. 10.) was apparently to ſecure the man 
againſt the treachery of the woman—the ſecond 
(as Exod. xxii. 16.) to ſecure the woman 
againſt the 7reachery of the man—and both to 
ſecure the world from that confuſion and 
miſchief which muſt be brought upon it (and 
are daily brought upoa it by our diſregard of 
theſe laws) by the freachery of either. 5 
As the woman had the buſineſs of partu- 
rition allotted to her, ſhe muſt neceſſarily be 
looked upon as the reprfitory of thoſe bonds 
and cements of human ſociety, without Fond 
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it cannot * ſubſiſt; ſuch as family deſcents, 
pedigrees, genealogies, inheritances, and all 
communications and diſtinctions of relation- 
ſhip. Therefore the Creator did, in his in- 
finite wiſdom, ſet bounds to the commerce of 
the ſexes, on the part of the woman, which 
could not be paſſed under pain of death. 
Whoredom and fornication are, for the ſame 
reaſons, alſo inimical to thoſe bonds of human 
| ſociety above-mentioned, introductory of all 
manner of confuſion and wickedneſs, incon- 


The rabbinical explanation of the word 22 
Exod. xx. 14. has ſomething very ſtriking in it. R. Levi 
ſaith, that this word, abſolutely and ſimply, denotes 
& congreſs with the wife of another man. Nor is it uſed 
& but where a married woman is concerned, The reaſon 
of this precept is, that the world ſhould be peopled 
£ agreeably to the will of Gop. The bleſſed Gon 
& willed, that all creatures of the world fhould brin 

£ forth fruit according to their reſpective ſpecies, an 

£ that one ſpecies ſhould not be mixed nor confounded 
« with another. He willed that the ſame ſhould obtain 
« with reſpect to the human offspring, that it might ap- 
c“ pear whoſe child every man was, and that the ſeed of 
* one ſhould not be confounded with that of another. 
<< Moreover, many corruptions are found in adultery, 
< which occaſion the breach of many commandments. 
4% Gop commanded to honour parents; but in caſe of 
ET adultery they cannot be known. So we are forbidden 
& any intercourſe of marriage with „ters, and ether rela- 
« tives; but adultery tends to deſtroy theſe laws; for, 
$5 where this is, men cannot know their own relations.“ 
Thus ſpeak the Rabbins, agreeably to the ſcriptures, 
and matter of fact, therefore are worth attending to in 
this point. The reader muſt ſurely ſee, very evidently, 
reaſons for the ſeventh commandment on the woman's 
ſide, which cannot apply on the man's, and why adultery, 
or defiling a man's wife, was made ſo penal to bath par- 


ties concerned, 5 
| ſiſtent 
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ſiſtent with the law of marriage, and the pro- 
bable cauſes of ruin and deſtruction to the 


female ſex. — Therefore, as ſeduction and dere- 


lition muſt, in the very nature of things, lead 

to theſe, the poſitive law of Gop forbids any 

mam to take à virgin, and then abandon her. 
As to what has been ſaid touching the har- 


1 mony of the Old and New Teftaments, and the 


perpetual obligation of the moral lau as to its 
immutability, ſo that what it once forbad it 
always forbids, and what it did not forbid can 
never be forbidden—it is a point of ſuch in- 
finite conſequence, as to deſerve a recapitu- 
lation — and as I cannot ſum up the matter in 
words more clear and forcible, than our 
church has done in her ſeventh article, I will 
introduce the concluſion of this chapter witn 
that ſound and ſcriptural account of the 
manner 

„% The Old Teſtament i is not contrary to the 
% New; for both in the Oli and New 
% Teſtament everlaſting life is offered to 
e mankind by CHRIS r, who is the only 
„ mediator between GO p and man. 
„ Wherefore they are not to be heard, 
* which feign that the old fathers did 

«« only look for temporary promiſes. 
« Although the law of Gop, given from 
* Gop by Moſes, as touching ceremonies: 
and rites, do not bind Chriſtian men; 
* nor the civil precepts thereof ought, 
* of neceſlity, to be received into any 
we commonwealth — yet, notwithſtand- 
ing, no Chritian man whatſoever is 
4 Tres. 


1 
1 free from the obedience of the com- 
«© mandments which are called moral.” | 
No one can conſider aright the divine in- 
flitution of marriage, and not ſee that it is 
founded in the very nature of things, and that 
by the Gop of nature. This is as ſelf-evi- 
dent, as that if mankind were to mcreaſe and 
multiply, and repleniſh the earth, there muſt be 
an appointed means by which this was to be 
brought to paſs. Therefore the laws con- 
cerning marriage cannot be reckoned a mere 
obje of thoſe rites and ceremonies which were 
to vaniſh away. Heb, viii. 13. 
Nor can they be reckoned among the ob- 
jects of that civil polity, which was only cal- 
culated for the government of a particular 
people, in a particular part of the world, and 
that under particular circumſtances, ſuch as 
never were or can be known to any other 
people on the earth—unleſs marriage itſelf 
can be ſuppoſed to be confined to them, and 
not equally to concern the whole human 
race. | | 
The moral law hath therefore marriage as 
its object, as concerning, in the higheſt and 
moſt material points, the moral actions of men. 
This clearly appears, not only from the very 
nature of the thing itſelf, but from the very 
words of the ſeventh commandment—Thou 
ſhalt not commit adultery ; and again of the 
tenth—Thou ſhalt not covet thy neighbour's 
_ wife. Theſe are moral laws, equally binding 
at all times—in all places over all perſons. Wl 
And as the ſeventh commandment is a moral [| 
FUR! ein noo ene wn nes eg 


} 
' 
1 


CT OE 


— — % 
= g— — — ws 
M ao — 
—j— — — 59 
—— — — 2 3irecoorls. irc 


1 284 ] 
law founded on the divine inſtitution of mar- 
riage itſelß, ſo are all the expoſitions of it 
which are to be found in the ſcripture, un- 
leſs we can be abſurd enough to imagine, that 
the letter of a law can be of a moral nature, 
and that the ſenſe, meaning, and intendment 
of it are only of a ceremonial or civil ten- 
dency. . 
What is meant by the word AX)—adu/tery, 
is not to be determined by the conceits, in- 
ventions, cuſtoms, or laws of men, but by the 
mind and will of Gop, as revealed to us in 
the precepts and examples which are recorded 
in His word for our inſtruction; and eſpeci- 
ally from the uniform and unvaried idea an- 
nexed to the uſe of that word throughout the 


writings of Moſes and the prophets. If theſe. 
have failed in giving us the true ſenſe of it, 


then is it not true that their writings are pro- 
fitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction 
(&ravophurry — the amendment of what is 
wrong) for inſtruction in righteouſneſs, ſo that 
the man of Go (i. e. the believer) might be 
perfect, thoroughly furniſhed (both as to kriow- 


ledge and practice nothing Jeſs can be the 


ſenſe of gprics) unto all good works, 2 Tim. iii. 
16, 17. The ſcriptures which are ſpoken of 
in this paſſage are the ſcriptures of the Old 
Teſtament, or thoſe holy ſcriptures which Ti- 
MOTHY had known from a child — before a ſin- 
gle line of the New Teſtament was written, 
ver. 15. If therefore polygamy does not ſtand 


— — 


recorded as a n againſt the law of God, either 


by Maſes or the prophets, but as a matter 
e  - DWned, 
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owned, bleſſed, allowed of Gor, we muſt ſay. 


unleſs we pretend to be wiſe above what is 
written, that it is zo fin, for fin is the tranſ- 
greſſion of the law. As to the common notion, 
that it was made ſinful by ſome new law of 
CHRIST, and abſolutely forbidden in the 
New Teſtament, it is one of the three prous 
* hes which owed their invention to the - 
norant zeal of ſome profeſſors and writers in 
the very early ages of Chriſtianity. One was 
«© —that marriage was a carnal thing, incon- 
« ſiſtent with the purity and perfection of 


be Tt was a maxim avowed in the 4th century, that 
« emit is an act of virtue to deceive and lye, when, by that 
« means, the intereſts of the church might be promoted. — 
«© This horrible maxim was indeed of long ſtanding, 
4 and had been adopted for ſome ages paſt, to the un- 
<< ſpeakable detriment of that glorious cauſe in which 
& they were employed. And it muſt be frankly con- 

felled, that the greateſt men, and moſt eminent ſaints, 
& were more or Jeſs tainted with this corrupt prins 
< ciple. We would 1 except Ambroſe and 
&« Hilary, Auſtin, Gregory Nazianzen, and Ferome ; but 
„% TRUTH, Which ix more reſpectable than theſe venera- 
<< ble fathers, obliges us to involve them in the general 
< accuſation.” See Moſbeim, vol. i. p. 200. 


«© Though the primitive Chriſtiaus (ſays Moyle) lived 


up to the full rules of their religion with the utmoſt | 
„ probity and innocence of manners, yet it is too cer- 


„ tain, there were ſome perſons among them, who, 
* through a miſtaken zeal, made no ſcruple of hing for 
«© the ſake of their religion. Their fictions found an 
e eaſy reception in a credulous age, and were conveyed 
« down to poſterity as certain truths.” See Fortin, 
Rem. vol. i. p. 299. YN bi 


Du Pin owns, that St. Hilary ſeems to think © a-lye 


6c neceſſary upon ſome occaſions.” Vol. ii. p. 76. 


« a Chriſtian, 
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«a Chriftion, and therefore # unlawful under 
the goſpel.” —Another was—that *2 if 
man, on the death of his wife, married 
again, it was no better than adultery.” — 
The third, begotten between the other two; 
was that polygamy; though allowed to the 
« Fews under the Old Teſtament, is forbid- 
« den to Chriſtians under the New.” The 
two firſt (among the Prozeftants at leaſt) are 
come to nought—the' laſt. is as generally be- 
lieved among Chriſtians of all ſorts, as the 
lye of ' tranſub/tantiation is in the Romiſh 
church. And there can be little doubt, but 
that a man who has two wives, under what= 
ever circumſtances they might be taken, 
would be looked upon to be as inpious, and 
as much a child of the devil, among us; as a 
perſon would be among the Papiſte, who 
wickedly refuſed to give up his outward ſen- 
ſes, and to believe that a ſmall piece of wafer; 
after certain words ſaid over it by a pat 4 is 
the body, fleſh, blood, and bones, of a man 
fix feet high—or as a * biſhop, or pope, 
who married at all. 

As theſe things will be farther n sd 
under the head of Superſtition, I will now 


1 Epiphanius, Heres. 58, ſpeaks of the Valeſians, who 
caſtrated themſelves, and alſo their gue/ts, that by this 
means they might introduce them into the kingdom of 
& heaven“ Se & hoſpites ſuos caſtrarunt, ut ita ſecum 
&© introducerent in regnum a held that 
« none but eunuchs could be ſaved. 


Niiſi quis eunuchus fieret, ſalvari non poſſe 3 
. | haſten 


Fl 
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haſten to the examination of a notion, which 
I fear is o common among us, and on which 
what is uſually ſaid and thought on the ſub- 
ject of polygamy, is for the molt part built; 
I mean that of repreſenting CyRIsT- as ap- 
pearing in the world, as a new laugiver, 
«© who was to introduce a more pure and perfect 
Atem of morality, than that of the lau which 
« was given by Mosts.” —This horrible blaſ- 
phemy againſt the 4o/ineſs and perfection of 
Gop's law, as well as againſt the truth of 
CnRIsT, who declared that He came not to 
deſtroy the law, but to fulfil it this utter con- 
tradiction both of the la and the goſpe/—was 
the foundation on which the heretic Socinus 
built all his other abominable errors. From 
whence he had it, will appear in the ſequel. 
In the mean time, I cannot help ſtopping a a 
while to lament the progreſs which Socinian- 
zin is daily making among us—with many, 
among the Dyſſenters eſpecially, it is called 
new light—but, thank Gop ! there are yet 
ſome remaining, who call it by its true name 
—old darkneſs—and as ſuch oppoſe it. —As it 
is coincident with the main ſubje& of the 
following chapter, it will fall in my way to 
ſay ſomething, which I hope will thoroughly 

rize the reader of the miſchiefs which 
muſt reſult from Socinianiſin in all its ſhapes. 
Inn the courſe of what I ſhall have to ſay, 
it will appear, that, ſo far from CRRIST's 
ever condemning polygamy, which, as a neu 
laugiver, he is ſuppoſed to have done, He 
never mentioned it during the who/e courſe of 


A., 


0 
His minifiry, but left that, as He did all other 


moral actions of men, upon the footing. of 
that law under which He was made, and to 
which He, for us men, and for our ſalvation, 
became not only ſubject, but even obedient unto 
death. Phil. ii. 8. 

Upon the whole, I take the truth to be, 
that the firſt general inſtitution of marriage, 
accompanied with the firſt general bleſſing, is 
to be found in thoſe words of Gen. i. 28, Be 
fruitful, and multiply, and repleniſh the earth.— 
The ſpecial manner of this, together with the 
indiſſolubility of the obligation created by it 
between the parties, is revealed, Gen. ii. 24. 
where it is ſaid -A man ſhall be joined—pAT 
A pοννονBjj]ñve ra —agglutinatus erit—to bis 
woman—and they, as in conſequence thereof, 
ſhall become one fleſh, i. e. inſeparable from each 
other. Gen. 111. 16. reveals the entire ſubor- 
dination and ſubjection of the e to the Buſ- 
band—and the reſt of the Bible ſhews us, 
that virgins could not be ſeduced, and taken as 
appetite might prompt, and then abandoned 
and forſaken as licentiouſneſs might incliae 
but that monogamous and polygamous contracts 
were equally valid and binding, equally law- 
ful as to the inheritableneſs of the iflue, and 
all other marks of legitimacy, that is to ſay, 
on the man's ſide; but that, on the woman's, 
polygamy was, for the moſt apparently-wiſe 
reaſons, forbidden under pain of death, ' 

While this ſyſtem was reverenced and ob- 
ſerved, we read of no adultery, whoredom, and 
common proſtitution of women among the daugh- 
f 8 3 1 ters 
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fers of Iſrael: no brothels, fireet-walking, 
* venereal diſeaſe: no CHILD-MURDER,. and 
thoſe other appendages of female ruin, which 
are too horrid to particularize. Nor were 
theſe things paſſible, which, ſince the revo- 
cation of the divine ſyſtem; and the eſtabliſh- 
ment of human ſyſtems, are become inevitable. 
The ſuppoſing our Sleſſed Saviour came to 
deſtroy the divine law, or alter it with reſpect 
to marriage, is to ſuppoſe Him laying a 
foundation for the miſery and deſtruction 


of the weaker ſex.; whereas no being leſs 


wicked than Satan himſelf; could ever have 
deviſed the almoſt total departure from God's 
LAw, which, from even the earlieſt ages of 
rhe church, ſince the Apoſtles' times, is to be 
found among the Chriſtians, + 


1 now put an end to this long chapter; in 


which polygamy, diveſted of all the nonſenſe 
of human reaſonings, is ſet in its true ſerip- 
rural light, as not finful in 1tſelf, but; in ſome 
caſes, highly expedient—in others—duty ; and 


Much has been ſaid concerning the antiquity of this 
diſeaſe. The ſubje& is ably handled, and indeed ex- 
hauſted; in that learried and laborious work of Fohannes 
Aſtruc, de Morb. Ven. lib. i. I will only here obſerve, 


that as the divine law puniſhed adultery, or the defilement 


of another's wife, with death in both parties—and whore- 
dom was, on the part of the woman, alfo a capital offence 
—the conſequences of proſtitution muſt of courſe be pre- 
vented; by the preyention of the thing itſelf. Beſides, 
the almoſt univerſality of marriage among the Jeu (for 
relibacy was a diſgrace) and the fixing the virgin on the 
man who firſt tao her, ſo that he could not put her away 


all his days, left little room for praſtitution, had their laws 


- 


been even leſs ſevere againſt it. 
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in this laſt view of it, forming one /ink in 
that divine chain of Heavenly legiſiation, on 
which the ſecurity and protection of the 
weaker ſex is ſuſpended; it being, upon the 
footing of Gop's law, as highly criminal for 
one man as another, to ſeduce and abandon to 
proſtitution and ruin, thoſe who have a moſt 
indefeaſible claim upon him for their ſafety 
and ſupport. 1 
If among us, as among the Jews, and as 

formerly in France, and now in ſome other 
parts of the world, a /ing/e man, be his rank 
and ſtation what they may, was conſtrained 
to * marry publicly the woman he ſeduces; 
and if the /prrit of the divine lau was ſo far 
complied with, as to compel the man already 
married, to give ſecurity for the maintenance 
and proviſion of ſuch woman as he ſeduces, - 
and, if his preſent engagement ſhall determine, 
to marry publicly her whom, in God's account, 
he has married privately—it would be ſuch a 
check upon the licentiouſneſs of mankind— 


* In the book for the reformation of the eccleſiaffical 
_ laws, in the time of Edward VI. it was propoſed, that 
„ thoſe who corrupted virgins, were to be excommunti-" 
« cated if they did not marry them, or, if that could not 
<< be done, they were to give them the third part of their 
© goods, beſides other arbitrary puniſhments.” See 
Burnet, Hiſt, Ref. vol. ii. p. 198. This, and many 
other ſalutary propoſals, fell to the ground by the deat 
of that excellent young Prince, Edward VI.—Had Queen 
Elizabeth paid attention enough to the miſchiefs accruing 
to her ſex from the want of ſome ſuch regulation, to 
have had it paſſed into a /aw, it might juſtly have been 
reckoned one of the glories of her reign. ; = 
3 


10 
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ſuch a reſtraint upon what is called un 
| —ſuch a ſecurity for female chaſtity and 
ſuch a preſervative againſt proftitution, as 
might make thoſe who live to ſee it ſay— -, 


Jam redit & virgo, redeunt Saturnia  Regna, 
VirG., 


Now Fa/tice and the Golden Age again return. 


Doubtleſs, irregularities there always Were, 
and always, will be, while human nature is bu- 
man nature. Still, a vaſt difference there muſt 
be found, between a tem which is formed as 
a check to the luſt, treachery, and cruelty of 
mankind, and one which, in numberleſs ĩ inſtan- 


ces, lets them looſe to act without contraul- 


APPENDIX To CHAP. IV. 


INC the preceding chapter went to the 

preſs, the author has been favoured with 

a tranſcript from a tract in the Britiſb Muſeum, 

which contains the whole of * By 

opinion on polyga The reader has before 

ſeen it partially quoted; but the whole is 
here inſerted verbatim. 


« 18 polygamy i in any caſe lawful under the 
4 c goſpel? 
* For ANsWER. It is to be confidered, that 
* marriage is a contra# founded upon the Jaws 


11 Biſhop Berkely thought polygamy agreeable to the law 
of nature, "we Lond. as a: 1754, p- 267+ 
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% of nature, its end being the propagation of 
« mankind ; and the formality of doing it by 
e churchmen, is only a ſupervenient benedic- 
« tion, or pompous ſolemnizing of it; and 
*© therefore the nature of marriage, and not 
* any form uſed in the celebration of it, is to 
«© be confdered. It is true, the caſe is harder, 
*© when any is married by ſuch a + form, as 
| « binds 


+ The Biſhop here doubtleſs alludes to that part of our 

form, where the prieſt is to aſk the man—** Wilt thou + 
© have this woman to thy wedded wife—&c.—and, 
<« forſaking all other, keep thee only unto her, ſo long as 

&«. ye both thall live? 
& The man ſhall anſwer, 
; « I wits.” by: 
Here is no decent qualification, as in the ordination of 
miniſters—** I will endeavour ſo to do, the Lord being 
«© my helper”—*< I truſt ſo” I think ſo”—* I have 
4 fo determined, by Gop's grace“ - or the like; but, 
with the peremptorineſs and confidence of. a Stoic, who 
held ig 1puy £51y 694 Erni p £pya—*< all our ewn attions 
c are in our own power” —il1 ſuited to a frail and fallible 
creature, who knows uot what a day my bring forth— 
| (ſee Prov. xxvii. I. comp. Fer. x. 23.) the anſwer is to 
_ be—I witt—I—Rex DominusqQut MEI—T WIII. 
The man is afterwards to take her“ for better und 
&« for worſe” but, be ſhe ever ſo much worſe than he 
took her for, ſhort of actual adultery, ſtill. he is to groan 
under the ſore bondage of what is called Is vow ; which 
his fellow-creatures have juſt as much right to impoſe 
upon him, from any authority in ſcripture, as another 
ſet of people had, to make a man vo voluntary poverty— 
perpetual cha//ity—and implicit obedience to a ſellow- mor- 
tal—on becoming a monk. 1 5 
There was a time when, if ſuch a one had married, the 
law (ſee 31 Hen. VIII. c. 14.) would have ſent him to 
the gallows, and no doubt the church would have ſent him 
to the devil. TEMPORA MUTANTUR—well if we could 
{ay—as touching all the fooliſh and unſcriptural = | 
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* binds him to one woman, than where he is 


bound only by the fie of marriage, con- 


ceived in general terms. 1 805 

« The ca/e of mankind, ſince the fall, varies 
very much from what it was in innocence; 
for then the ſoundneſs of their Bodies, and 


purity of their minds, did keep out of the 


way all the hazards of barrenneſs, fickneſs, 
uncleanneſs, or crofſneſs of humours, which 
made the former law not ſo proper for 
mankind ; yet ſtill a fng/e marriage was the 
perfecter, as being * nearer the original. 
% Before the flood, we find Lamech a poly- 
gamiſt ; ſuch were Abraham and Facob af- 
ter it ; not that this was not indulged b 

Moſes ; for all that he did relating to chels 
affairs, was only to allow a DIvoRCE, which 
was a proviſo for the hardneſs of the hearts 
of the Mraelites. Every man was bound to 


maintain whom he had firſt married; leſt, 


therefore, ſuch as deſigned another wife, 


and could not maintain a former, might 
uſe indirect ways to be rid of them, this 


fair one of divorce was allowed Þ by Gov ; 


which mankind have invented, and laid for one another's 


conſciences—ET NOS MUTAMUR IN ILLIS. 
obſerve that the aforeſaid vow, exacted by the prieft in 
the marriage ceremony, is a corruption of Gen, it. 24. 
Therefore ſhall a man leave his father aud his mother, and 
Hall cleaue unto his wife. | 


See Burnet on the Articles of the Church of England, 
3d edit. fol. p. 288. - | 

+ I juſt take the liberty to obſerve 
keep to the expreſſion of ſcripture. 
yIOUR doth not ſay, that Gop allowed divorce—but—Me- 


U3 | es 


* * 


We may 


chat it is beſt to 
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* and their polygamy was practiſed, without 
« either allowance or controul, as the natural 
e privilege of mankind. Neither is it any 
* where marked among the blemiſhes of the 
« patriarchs; David's wives, and ſtore of 
* them he had, are termed by the prophet, - 
% God's gift to him yea, polygamy was made 
56 in 13 a duty by Mofes's law; - when 
t any died without iſſue, his brother, or 
% neareſt &inſman, was to marry his wife, for 
* raiſing up ſeed to him; and all were 
e obliged to obey this, under the hazard of 
« mfamy, if they refuſed it; neither is there 
% any exceptions made for ſuch as were mar- 
« ried. From whence I may, farthfully con- 
6 clude, that what Gop made noreffagy in 
«© ſome caſes to any degree, can in 70 caſe be 
« finful in itfelf; ſince Gop is boly in all His 
«© Ways. 2 3 

« But it is now to be examined, if it is 
% forbidden by the goſpel. It is certain, that 
% our LoRD deſigned to raiſe mankind to the 
«© higheſt degrees of purity and chaſtity ; and 
« therefore our LoRD and St. PAul do pre- 
* fer a /ngle life to a married ſtate 4, as that 
« which qualifies us for the kingdom of 
« heaven, and was loaded with the feweſt 


* 


8 allowed or permitted it; — ſo the Biſhop expreſſes him- 
lf a few lines higher. 5 N 
71. This was meant only with reſpe& to particular 
ie perſons in particular circumſtances, ſuch as an ap; 
« which is the reaſon why St. Paul applies it chiefly to 

«« himſelf.” 1 Cor. vii. Cd + 
470 te incumbrances ; 
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* incumbrances ; and by this rule, a /ngle 
« marriage being next to none at all, was 
” 9 more ſuitable to the geſpel, 
[he means the times of the goſpel.] But a 
*« ſimple and expreſs diſcbarge of polygamy is 
* no where to be found. 

* Itis true, our Lord diſcharges divorces, 
except in the caſe of adultery; adding, that 
* whoſoever puts away his wife upon any 
other account, commits adultery : ſo St, 
© Luke and St. Matthew in one place have it 
% Dor commits adultery againſt ber: ſo St. 
40 2 has it —or cauſes her to commit adul- 
% tery; ſo St. Matthew in another place. 
If it be adultery then to take another 
« © woman after an unjuſt divorce, it will fol- 
low that the wie has that right over the 
” huſband 8 body, that he muſt zZouch 10 
6 fer. This is indeed plaufible, and it ts 
© all that can be brought from the New Tęſta- 
ment, which ſeems convincing ; yet it will 
*© not be found of weight. | 
For it is to be conſidered, that if our 
_ * Lord had been to antiquate polygamy, it be- 
« ing ſo deeply rooted in the men of that 
« age, confirmed by ſuch faſhions and unque/- 
© tioned precedents, and riveted by ſo long 
« a practice, he muſt have done it plainly and 
* authoritatively, and not in ſuch an involved 
* manner, as to be ſought out of his words by 
«« the /earch of logich. 7 
Neither are theſe dark words mide more 
* clear by any of the apaſtles in their writings : 
«© words are to be carried no farther, than 

| 3 4 | 6 the 
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«© the agſign upon which they were written 
*© will lead them to; ſo that our Loxp be- 
ing, in that place, to ſtrike out divorce ſa 
** exphcitly, we muſt not, by a conſequence, 
** condemn polygamy; ſince it ſeems not 10 
Have fallen within the ſcope of what our 
% Lox does there diſapprove. 3 
| * Beſide, the term Ar may be taken 
*in general, for ſuch a breach of wedlock as 
* is equivalent to adultery; and ſuch is an 
© unjuſt divorce. This may be the impor- 
** tance of the phraſe uſed by St. Mark, viz. 
ge committeth adultery againſt ber; or all 
% may be better explained by the phraſe St. 
** Matthew uſes about it, in one place Be 
* cauſes her to commit adultery ; ſince he that 
* expoſeth or tempteth to ſin, ſhares in the 
wha pag with the perſon that ſuccumbs : and 
from this it appears, that polygamy is not 
*? declared adultery, neither in the place cited, 
*« nor any other that I know of. 
gut it is true that polygamy falls ſhort 
of the intendment of marriage, in inno- 
te cency, to which ſtate, we that are under 
«« © the goſpel muſt return as near as it ts poſ- 
ble. —Itis to be confeſſed that polygamy 
* was much condemned by the ancients, 
* though I think I have met with ſomething 
about it, that is little noticed; but of that 
« I can adventure to ſay nothing at this 
4 diſtance from my books and papers. 
„ inidaeg 


t How unfairly Dean Delaney repreſents this paſſage 
4n the Biſbop's paper, may be ſeen before, p. 249 where 
15 8 5 N e 
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„ But all that being granted, it is to bg 
6 conſidered that the antients were unjuſt and 
t ſevere againſt marriage (itſelf), and did ex- 
« ceſſively favour the celibate, or ſingle (life); 
„. ſo that in ſome places, they who married a 
& ſecond time, were put to do penance for it; 
ec and, indeed, both Few and Gentile had run 
e into ſuch exceſt by their free commixtures, 
« that it is no wonder if the holy men of 
** thoſe ages, being provoked to a juſt zeal, 
t apainſt ſuch unjuſt practices, muſt have 
* been carried, through immoderate ſwaying 
e of the counterpoize, into ſome extremes on 
« the other hand. TY. 
«© Therefore, to conclude this /hort. anfaver, 
« wherein many things are hinted, which 
e might have been enlarged into a volume, I 
« ſee nothing ſo ſtrong againſt polygamy, as 
to balance the great and viſible imminent 
“ hazards that hang over ſo many thouſands, 
if it be not allowed. Foes Coe 


* 


The author cannot help expreſſing the 
bigheſt ſatis faction in finding, that in what 
he has written on the ſubject, he has had 
the honour of coinciding in ſo many points, 


we are to ſuppoſe his Lordſbip making the beſt excuſe 
b he could, for giving a raſh opinion—whereas, he ſeems 

to give the circumſtance of being at a diſtance. from 
his books and papers, as a reaſon for not producing 
| teſtimonies from the antients little noticed, but which, 
if produced, would tend to ſhew, that ſome of them 


chought as his Lordſhip did upon the ſubject. 


with 


UC]. 

with the ſentiments of this learned, Judicions, 
and excellent Bi. But, on the — hand, 
he muſt expreſs his ſorrow, that his Lord/bip 
was fo far © diſtant from his books and pa- 

ers,” otherwiſe, it is moſt probable, that 
bs would have produced ſome valuable teſti- 
monies from the antients, concerning what he 

__ at as“! Jitele noticed.” 
Another thing is alſo to be lamented, . | 
is, that the good By/bop did not proceed to 
explain what he meant by thoſe great and 
„  vifible imminent hazards,” mentioned in 
the laſt paragraph. 

If fo ſmall and inconſiderable a perſon as 
myſelf may venture to gueſs at the meaning 
of ſo conſiderable and great a man as Biſbop 
Burnet, I ſhould ſuppoſe, that his Lord/bip has 
here a reference to his obſervation before 
made, concerning the difference between the 
ſtate of innocency, and that of mankind ſince 
the fall, and to thoſe evi/s which he mentions 
as the conſequences of the latter - which 
could not exiſt during the former. Such as 
* Cowen, fickneſs, uncleanneſs, or croſſneſs 

humour. What © great, imminent, 
" hh viſible hazards hang over thouſands,” 
from theſe cauſes, has been obſerved before, 
p- | To vindicate, therefore, the 
lawfulneſs of polygamy is, as the world is now 
conſtituted, in ſuch caſes at leaſt, to act as a 
good citizen of the world, by vindicating the 
© natural privileges,” and neceſſary rights of 


Wind, and it is, at the ſame time, to 
| act 


„ i 
act as a ſincere believer of divine revelation. 
to ſet forth, openly and without diſguiſe, 
that HEAVENLY SYSTEM, by which thoſe 
rights are eſtabliſhed and fecured. To vin- 
dicate alſo that 2 law, which had the 
good of the wHoLE for its object - to ſhew 
that its wi/dom and bengficence are too vasr 
to be confined to a /ng/e people, or a ſingle 
period of pm Pen wy free it from 
that obſcurity which monks and priefts, and 
other enthuſiaſts and fanatics, have involved it 
in, to the diſtreſs and deſtruction of milli- 
ons—is a taſk reſerved alone for thoſe, Who, 
for the ſake of trutb, are willing to ſacrifice 
their eaſe and reputation to the malevolence 
of ;gnorance and prejudice, „ 


Ft go Þ 


CHAP. V. 
Curtis not the Giver of a new Law. 


MM OSHETM (Eccl. Hiſt. Maclazne's edit. 

quarto, vol. i. p. 295) very juſtly ob- 
ſerves—** When once the miniſters of the 
* church had departed from the antient ſim- 
s plicity of religion, abuſes were daily mul- 
« tiplied; and ſuper/tifion drew, from its 
* horrid fecundity, an incredible number of 
* abſurdities, which were added to the doc- 
5 trine of CyRIsT and his apoſtles.” —This 
1s very true, and very ſtrikingly exemplified 


in that learned and accurate writer's hiſtory 


of the Chritian church, both with regard ta 
ceremonies and dbctrinen. Among other ab- 
ſurdities in point of doctrine, is the notion 
that © CnRIST's miſſion upon earth, was ta 
« exhibit to mortals a e lav, diſtinguiſhed 
from all others by its unblemiſhed ſanctity 
and perfection. In vol. ii. p. 277, this is 
repreſented as one main article of the Socinian 
creed, and it is to be wiſhed: that it never had 
been adopted but by the immediate followers 
of Socizus. Yet this is the language we hear 
daily, and is at the bottom of that extravagant 
notion expreſſed by Gronovius on Grotius de 
Jure, tom. i. p. 274, octavo, 1735 —main- 
5 „ 5 tained 


— —— 


1 3 
tained by many learned men, and even adopted 
as an axiom by the generality of Chriſtians, as 
much as the Pope's ſupremacy and infallibility 
were before the Reformation—namely, that 
Lex nature & veteris fœderis concedunt 
* polygamiam — The law of * nature and of — 


* By lex nature, or law of nature, I underſtand, for my 
own part, as far as I can make ſenſe of the expreſſion, 
or reconcile it to truth, that lex non ſcripta, or unwritten 
law, given of Gop to Adam, and from him derived by 
tradition to the people of Gop till the time of Moſes, 
when the lex ſcripta, or written law, was given by Moſes. 
See John i. 17. former part, and Rom. v. 13. Both theſe 
laws are in ſubſtance one and the ſame. he moral obli- 
gation of each demanded the 2 obedience ; the ceremonial 
inſtitutions of both pointed out the ſame ſacrifice and 
atonement for ſin. Neither of theſe /aws forbad polygamy, 
therefore it was practiſed by Abraham—Facob, and doubt- 
leſs many others who lived under what is called the pa- 
triarchal diſpenſation—as well as by the Fews under the 
Meſaical diſpenſation. As for what is generally under- 
ſtood by the /aww of nature, the offspring of what is called 
the light of nature, or the mores communes naturali rations 
conſentanet=GRoT—by which I ſuppoſe we are to under- 
ftand—** Common rules of moral action, which are con- 
«© ſonant to every man's natural reaſon” thus maki 
men their own /awgivers, as to what is morally good an 
evil; this, notwithſtanding all the learned lumber that 
has been written upon the _— is a definition not un- 
like that of the ſtate of Iſrael, when they had no king, 
but every man did that which was Tight in his own eyes. 
Judges xvii. 6. A law of nature, which is to ſpring from, 
and be agreeable to every man's natural reaſon in this 
corrupted ſtate, is a ridiculous chimera, that may bear as 
many forms as there are men in the world. —It is Aibeiſin 
| at bottom (for there is but ons LawGiverR—compare 

os xxxiii. 22. James iv. 12.) and is beſt deſcribed 
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Monſtrum, horrendum, informe, ingons, cur lumen adempiu. 
5 | Let 


learning, and philoſophy. — THE WORLD BY Wa8DOM 
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Ol Teftament, allow polygamy, but it is fore 


bidden—** Lege CnrisT1”'— by the law of 
CrurIsT. This appears to be the opinion of 


Grotius in that place on which Gronouius com- 


ments: for he ſays—“ Ex CuRIsT1 lege ir- 


« ritum eſt conjugium cum eo qui maritus fit 


«© alterius mulieris, ob jus illud quod CHRIS“—ᷓ 
« Tus fœminæ pudicitiam ſervanti dedit in 
«© maritum.“ By the law of CHRIST, a mar- 
riage with a man who is the huſband of another 
woman, 1s void and of none ect, by reaſon of 
the right which CHRIST gave to the woman, 
who preſerves her chaſtity, over her husband. 
Here then CnR1sT is ſet up to exhibit to 
mortals a new law, and that, in oppoſition to 
the law of nature, and of the Old Teſtament, as 


\ 


Let thoſe who think I carry this matter too far, conſult 


Rom. i, 21, &c. which paſſage of holy writ may be 
looked upon as a ſummary of what is ſaid in the Old Teſ- 
tament, of the depravity, blindneſs, ignorance, and 
wickedneſs of the age 33 nature. This is abun- 
dantly confirmed by all hiſtory, and daily experience. 
Dr. Alexander, Hiſt. of Wom. vol. i. p. 169, ſays, very 
truly -“ Man, in that rude and uncultivated ftate in 
„ which he originally appears in all countries, before 


| & he has been formed by ſociety, and inſtructed by ex- 


© perience, is an animal, differing but little from the 
<c wild beaſts that ſurround him.“ Here let me once 


more recommend to the reader's peruſal, Dr. LzxLanD's 


Advantage and Neceſſity of the Chriſtian Revelation. T here 
he will fee a very authentic account of what MAN is, 
<< though formed by ſociety, and inſtructed by expe» 
<< rience,” without the light of divine revelation. This, 
not as it reſpects the vulgar and illiterate, but thoſe alſo 
who are handed down to us, as moſt eminent for wiſdom, 


KNEW NOT Go, 1 Cor. i. 21. Comp. Job, xi. 7, 8. 
HR 8 «9 LES at 
Gronovius 
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Gronovius expreſſes it. How this idea har- 
monizes with the berefy of Sochnus, may ap- 
r from the ſhort view which we have of 
the 2 theology, Meſb. vol. il. p. 276.— 
* Gop, who is Danitely more perfect than 
man, though of a ſimilar icing in wy 
e reſpects, exerted an act of that po wer by 
„% which He governs all things, In conſe- 
© quence of Which an 1 7 
<< was born of the Virgin N per- 
*« ſon has Jon Enver em Gov krſt 
«© tranflated: to heaven, and) having inſtructed 
Him fully there in the knowledge of His 
will, counſels, and deſigns, ſent Him again 
« into this ſublunary world to promulgate to 
«© mankind a new rule of He, more excelent 
% than that under which they bad oY 
„ [ived, to propagate the truth by His 
«« niſtry, and to confirm it by His death” 
Thus blaſphemed Socinus againſt the excel 
lence, purity, and perfection of the Jaw pf 


Jenovan, as well as againſt the glory and 
divinity of the Son of Gov! However, this 


notion about a new given by CHRIST, is 
not * to be called the invention of Socinter, 
ö who 


Euſebius, the famous 3 of cee one of the 
moſt learned Greek writers of the 4th century, whoſt 
eminent talents and acquiſitions were ac anied by 
many errors and defects (ſee Maſbeim, Ecel. Eil. vol. i. 
p. 286—7) ſays, in Demouſt. Evang. lib. i. e. 1. chat 

bc the law of Moſes was given only to the Few nations 
and that only while it remained in its own | 
from whence he infers, OT: du d Eripe and 


hs ere role Fpoosd'tnos.”” 5 That on this account there 
cc was 


. | 
who lived ſo late as the 16th century; it was 
a doctrine of the Koran, when the impoſtor 
* Mabomet ſet up his religion; for we are 
there informed, that, of 224, ooo propbets 
« which have from time to time been ſent 
* into the world among whom 3i3 were 
ce apoſtles, ſent with ſpecial commiſſions to 
& reclaim mankind from infidelity and ſu- 
« perſtition 4 of them brought new laws 
„ for that purpoſe, which ſucceſſively abro- 
« gated the preceding. Theſe were, 1. Adam, 
* g. Noah, 3. Abraham, 4. Moſes, 5. Feſus; 
«© 6 Mabomet. See Broughton, Hiſt. Lib. 
tit. Mohammed. ati 5 
It was fundamentally oy for Maho- 
met's plan, to have it believed that Gop had 
ſent ſeveral prophets into the world; who had 


K 


ſucceſſively abrogated the laws of thoſe who 


had gone before: for as Mahomet's intention 
was to appear as ſuch an one himſelf, he very 
-artfully kept his followers from looking after 
the credentials of his miſſion in the writings 
of the Old and New Tęſtaments; for had he 
appealed to theſe himſelf, or referred his fol- 
lowers to their evidence of his miſfion from 
Gop, He muſt have appeared as great an 


<« was a neceſſity for another prophet, and another laiu. 
See Barbeyrac, fr. notes on Grot. de Jure. liv. i. c. 1. 
$ 16. note 1. | | : ; 
__ ® Earlier ſtill—*& Lactantius conſiders CHrI8T's mif- . 
“ ſion as having #0 other end, than that of leading man- 
40 kind to virtue, by the moſt ſublime preceptss and the 
& moſt 1 example.” Maſbeim, vol. i. 188, note h; 


century 4 4 e ee 
5  impoſtir 
* 


FF 
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impoſtor in their eyes, as doubtleſs he was 


in his * own. | 
The Se Teſus proved the rat! of His 


miſſion, by a courſe directly contrary to this, 
for, in all His teaching, He conſtantly ap- 
pealed to the law and the prophets—** It 7s 
« ritten, was His wer-ant for all He ſaid 
and did He founded all His claim to the 


character of the MesslAk, on the writings 
of the + Old Teſtament, and all His en 
were a conſtant appeal to what was there 
foretold concerning him. So far from aſ- 


ſuming to Himſelf the authority of abrogat- 


ing that holy, perfect, and ſpiritual rule of 
life, which was contained in the law given 
from Gop by Moſes, He began His public 
miniſtry with "the moſt ſolemn proteſt againſt 
ſuch a ſuppoſition, Therefote, to contend 
for his enacting any neu lau, contraty to the 


law of nature, and of the Old Teſtament, is to 
call in queſtion His veracity, and to place 


Him in a rank of poſture even below Ma- 
Bomet himſelf, Ms omet er profeſſed r to re- 
form; 


* Maheiit was tos Siding not to be Gnfblabe this: 
Therefore he got rid of all danger from their authorities, 
by making it Pelieved that the pentateuch, pſalms, and 
geſpelt wete ſo altered and corrupted, that little c 


was to be given to them That Gop had promiſed to take 


care of the Koran, and to preſerve it from any addition or 
diminution; Koran, C. 15. 

+ So His fore-runner, John the Baprift,” appealed t 8 
the Old Teſtament for the truth of his miſſion. 


| 117 5 ii. 3. Luke iii. 4—06, with John i. 22, 23. I 


This adventurous impoſtor declared publicly, __ 
ho? was commiſſioned by Gon to CO _} 
Vor. I. X 


| 
| 
1 

[ ; 


deldtryg | 
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form, but in truth to deſtroy, the /aw and 
the prophets, as they had deſtroyed all pre- 
ceding ſyſtems: whereas CHRIST moſt ſolemn- 
ly declared—that heaven and earth could ſooner 
aſs, than one jot or tittle paſs from the law 
220 not, ſaid He, that 2 come to deſtroy 
the law or the prophets; I am not come to de- 
ftroy, but to fulfil. So far from abrogating 
the law, or rule of life, which had been de- 
| livered by the hand of Meſes, or ſetting up a 
new law in oppoſition to it—He came into 
the world to be ſubject to it in all things, 
and ſo to fulfil the whole righteouſneſs of it. 
Matt. iii. 15. To magnify and make it honour- 
_ If. _— t. even by His obedience unto 
gal hb. Speaking in the ppirit of prophe 
AI. 8.) = Folk Fans L the 
volume of the book it is written of me- delight 
to do thy will, O my Gop; yea, THY LAW 1s 
within my heart. And in His public miniſtry, 
how uniformly doth he ſpeak the ſame thing? 
How does He diſclaim the imputation of 
abrogating the Jaw of Gop, and of ſetting up 
any new law of His own, in oppoſition to 
it? He whom Gop hath ſent, faid He, fpeak- 
eth the words of GOD. Jobn iii. 34.—My 
doctrine is not MINE, but His that ſent me. 


Idolatry, and then to reform, firſt the religion of the. 
Arabians, and afterwards the Fewifh and Chri/tian wor- 
hip. For theſe purpoſes he delivered a new lau, which 
is known by the name of The Koran, or Alcoran, &c. 
Moſheim, Part i. c. 2. § 2. Cent. 7. Mabomet calls 
2 the Reformer of the Law of Moſes. See Turkiſh 
"SPY, vol. ii. pe 116. edit. 1691. 9 5 

_ 8 John 


LY WF. 
John vii. 16, 17.—1f any man will do Hr 
will, he ſhall know of the doftrine, whether it 
be of Go, or whether I ſpeak of MYSELF. 
John viii. 28.—1 do nothing of MYSELF, but 
as my Father hath taught me I fheak theſe things. _ 
John xii. 49, 50. -I have not ſpoken of MY - 
SELF, but the Father which ſent Me, He gave 
Me a commandment what I ſhould ſay; and what 
T ſhould ſpeak. My meat is to do the will of 
Him that ſent Me, and to finiſh His work. 
John iv. 34.—This-is not the language of one 
who came to abrogate Gop's law, as deliver- 
ed by Moſes, and to ſet up a new law of His 
oon, contrary to the rule of life revealed in 
the Old Teſtament; but of one who came to 
fulfil the r:ghteou/neſs of the law, every precept 
of which He revered, whoſe every command- 
ment He perfectly obeyed. 
Let the reader turn to his Bib, and cons 
ſider what is ſaid of the law of Gop—P, xix. 
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and throughout the whole 
long 119th P/a/m, and ſurely he muſt ſay; 
that the idea of a more excellent /aw, or rule 
of hfe, than is therein ſet forth, is as replete 
with Ji, as it is with Slaſpbemy. The ſaine 
teſtimony which the Old Teſtament bears to 
the perfection of the ine lau, is alſo borne 


in the New Teſtament. When CHRIST de- 


livers that ſummary of it, Mark xii. 30, 31, 
under the two heads of the love of GoD with 
all the heart—and the love of our neighbour as 
of ourſelves—He ſays—There is NONE OTHER | 
commandment greater than theſe, So Paul, 
93 X 2 | (Rom. 
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(Rom. vii. 12.) The law is holy, and the com- 


mandment holy—juſt—and good. And again 


(ver. 14.) The /aw is ſpiritual —Enter not 


into judgment with thy ſervant, O Lox, faith 
the Pſalmiſt, for in thy /ight ſhall no man liv- 
ing be juſtified. Pſ. exliii. 2.—For by the deeds 
of the law there ſhall no fleſh be juſtified in his 


fight, faith the apoſtle, Rom. iii. 20. And 


again, Rom. iii. 19. Whatſoever things THE 
LAW ſaith, it faith to them, that are under 


THE LAW, that every mouth may be flopped, 


and all the world become guilty before Gop. 


After all this, to talk of a more excellent 


«© law—a more pure and perfect rule of life, 


goes beyond /o/ly, it borders upon madneſs. 


But as madneſs is uſually allowed to be fo 
far conſiſtent with itſelf, as to argue right, 


though from wrong principles, we muſt ob- 
ſerve that this ſcheme of abrogating the o/d 
law, and of introducing a new one, was a 


neceſſary and conſiſtent part of the Socinian 
plan—to ſuffer a rule of liſe to remain, which, 
from its purity and holineſs, concluded all men 


under fin, and condenination, fo that ns fleſb 
.could be juſtified by it—and, at the ſame time, 


to deny the neceſſity of a vicarious ſatisfattion 
and atonement (which is the very marrow of 
the Socinian hereſy)—was to render the ſalva- 
tion of man impaſſible. Socinus, therefore, to 
eſtabliſh a conſiſtent plan, abrogates the n 


law as delivered by Moſes, by which man 


cannot be ſaved, and introduces a new /aw 
(called the /aw gf CarisT) by which he 
. | 85 might 


| E 

might be ſaved. This made way for the reſt 
of the * Socinian ſcheme, ſo that the divinity 
of CarisT's perſon— His vicariaus obedience 
ſiFering—atonement—and ſatigfaction - be- 
ing rendered unneceſſary, were all ſtruck out 
of the Socinian goſpel. Thus the pride of 
fallen man's reaſon, or rather the reaſonings 
of his pride, are made to triumph over the 
wiſdom of Gop. But as in all wickedneſs 
there is /o/ly, ſo in this; for if no man could 
be juſtified by a law leſs excellent, pure, and 
Perfect, how could he be ſaved by one that is 
more ſo? This has been ſeen by the Socinians; 
therefore—jncerity is their goſpel obedience, 
and if they fail here (as fail they muſt) a 
fincere defire to obey will ſerve the turn. 
Thus ends the Socinian, with the Mabometan, 
in the deſtruction both of the /aw and the 
goſpel: and ChRIST, like Mabomet, is to an- 
nihilate Mo/es and the prophets _ 
If we attend to our Saviwur's preaching, 
and 2 to that heavenly diſcourſe de- 
livered from the Mount, we ſhall find Him a 
moſt zealous advocate for the law of Gop, as 
delivered by Moſes, We ſhall find Him 
ſtripping it of the falſe gloſſes, by which the 
Jewiſh rabbies had obſcured or perverted its 


1 7 


“ The Turki/b Spy, Vol. ii. Lett. 15. writing ta the 

Mufti concerning different Chriſtian ſects, ſays, - There 
« 15a ſet which they call Socinians, who ſeem to preach 
« out of the very book of glory, (i. e. the Alcoran) de- 
<< nying the divinity of Feſus the ſon: of Mary, the 
t© Chriſtian's Meſſias; even as our divine Law-giver 
++ does, in ſeveral chapters and verſicles of the Alcoran.” 


X 3 OY meaning, 
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meaning, and reſtoring it to that purity and 
ſpiritua ity by which it reacheth even to the 
thoughts and intents of the heart. | For inſtance, 
when He is about to enter upon a faithful 
expoſition of the moral law, leſt his hearers 
mould imagine, that what he was about ta 
fay, was contrary to the law of the Old Teſ- 
tament, being ſo different from the teaching 
of the Scribes and Phariſees, He prefaces his 
diſcourſe with thoſe remarkable works— 
Matt. v. 17—20. Think not that I am come ro 
deſtroy the law or the prophets, I am not come 
ro defiroy, but to fulfil; for verily I ſay unto 
you, til, n and earth paſs away, one jot or 
one tittle ſhall not paſt from the law, till all be 
fulfilled. © So far from abrogating the old rule. 
of life delivered from Gop by Moſes, no one 
fingle part of it, not a fentence—a word a 
letter. —a bit of a letter, was to be deſtroyed. 
Whoſoever, therefore, ſhall break one of the 
leaſi commandments, and ſhall teach men ſo, 
he /hall be called the leaſt in the kingdom of 
heaven; but whoſoever. ſhall do and coach them, 
the ſame ſhall be called great in the kingdom of 
heaven. What- commandments were theſe ? 
The ſequel ſhews that they were the com- 
mandments of the moral law, or rule of life, 
delivered from Gop by Meſes. For except 
your righteouſneſs (or conformity to thoſe 
commandments, which ought to be internal 
and ſpiritual) exceed the, righteouſneſs of the 
Scribes and Phariſees (which was merely gut- 
ward and formal} ye ſhall in no caſe enter into 
| the Kingdom of heaven, He then enters upon 
an 
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an expoſi tion of the Axth commapdment, 
which He vindicates from the bare, outward, 
literal conſtruction, received by old tradition, 
and taught by the Scribet and Pbari bes—Ye 7 
have heard that it was ſaid by them of old time, 
Thou ſhalt not kill, whoſoever ſhall kill, 
ball be in danger of the Jjudgment—but I ſay 
unto you, that whoſoever is a with 25 
rotber without ac a Hall be in danger of 
the judgment; and whoſaever ball ſay to his 
brother, Raca, ſhall be in danger of the council. - 
put whoſoever ſhall ſay—T hou fool ſhall be in 
danger of bellefire.— This —“ T fay unto you” 
—does not imply that CyrIisT meant to 
abrogate Gopꝰ's lau againſt murder, and to 
ſot up a new law of His own inſtead thereof 
but to ſhew the ble, that what they 
had been taught by # 2 ribes and Phariſees, 
after the Pas, "7 of the elders, namely, ta 
look upon the th commandment as che 
ing only to the outward at? of murder, was 
falſe, for that, in the Piritual vie and i in- 
tendment of that lat, it forbad every temper 
which reſembled it, or could lead to it ; ſuch 
as violent, cauſeleſs, unprovoked anger, or 
any malicious inclination of the heart, break - 
ing forth and ſhewing itſelf in opprobrious 
and injurious language; theſe are as contrary 
to the /aw of the fecond table—T hou fhalt love 
thy neighbour as thyſel/—in their nature and 
tendency, as murder itſelf. So 1 John i 215. © 
He that hateth his brother is a murderer, and 
ye know 2 no murderer Barn eternal life abid- 
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CuklsrT then proceeds to explain the 

ſeventh commandment. Ye have heard that 
it was 5 ſaid by them of old time, Thou ſhalt not 
commit adultery. But TI ſay unto you, that, 


whoſoever looketh upon a woman to tuft after 


her, hath already committed adultery with Ber 
in bis heart. This —““ but I. ſay unto jou 
does not imply that CRHRISH meant to repeal 
the ſeventh commandment, but to explain it, 
as he had done the Axtb, and to ſhew that it 
not only meant to forbid the act of defiling 
another's wife (yuviuna) but eyen indulging in 
the heart an evi/ defire towards her. Whereas 
the Scribes and Phariſees, after the tradition of 
the elders, ſtuck to the outward letter, and 
taught, that nothing but the outward act was 
a breach of this law. What our Loxp ſaid 
here was no new commandment, but what 


was implied in the tenth com mandment—Thoy 


ſhalt not covet (luſt after) thy neighbour's wife. 
'So Prov. xxiv. 9. The thought of fool, ne, 
is n. 
Again. 7 ? have heard that it has been ſaid 
them of old time, Thou ſhalt not forfwear 
thyſelf, but ſhalt perform unto the LoRD thine 
oaths. But I ſay unto you, Swear not at all, 
neither by heaven, for it 1s God's throne, nor 
by the earth, for it is His foorſtool, &c. but 
let your communication be yea, yea, and nay, 
nay ; jor whatſoever is more than theſe cometh 
of evil Our Lokp, by His“ but T ſay 
* unto you”—doth not enact any new law, 
but explains and reſtores the honour of the 


third commandment—T, hou Near not take abe 
name 
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name of the Lok p thy GoD in vain. This 
evidently forbids all vain and raſh ſwearing, 
and the uſe of God's holy name (N) in 
vain, to no purpoſe, in men's communication 
with each other. Even ſwearing by the eren 
ures, is an interpretative breach of this com- 
mandment; for, as our Lokp ſhews, there 
is no creature but hath ſome relation to Gop. 
Ye have heard that it hath been ſaid, As eye 
for an eye, a tooth for a tooth; but I ſay unto 
you, that ye reißt not evil, but whoſoever ſhall 
mite thee on the right cheek, turn to him the 
other alſo, &c. This refers to Exod. xxi. 24, 
where the law of retaliation was enacted, to 
be adminiſtered by the judges of Iſrael in a 
judicial way, on the lawful conviction of 
offenders: but the Fews, who were taught 
to abuſe every thing, made this a rule of pro- 
ceeding in their own private act of revenge 
upon one another. Such a temperand-diſpoſtz 
tion as this was very inful to indulge, much 
more fo to gratify; un Loxp therefore 
checks this, by teaching patience and for- 
bearance, and doing good to, rather than in- 
juring, their enemies. But ſtill here is no 
new law, the Old Teſtament taught the ſame. 
Exod. xxiii. 4, 5. If thau meet thine" enemy . 
aſs or his ox going aſtray, thou ſhalt ſurely bring 
it back to him again. F thou ſee the aſs of bim 
that hateth thee lying under his burden, and 
wouldft forbear to help him, thou \ſhalt ſurely 
Belp with. him. —Prov. xxiv.. 17. Rejoice; not 
when thine enemy falleth, and let not thine heart 
be glad when he /tumbleth, leſt the Lok p ſee it, 
_ | . and 
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ani it diſpleaſe Him. — Prov. xxv. 21. If thine 
enemy * hunger, give him bread to eat ; if be 
be thirfly, give bim water to drink. Lev. xix. 
17, 18. Tow ſhalt not hate thy brother in thine 
beart—thou ſhalt not F avenge, nor bear any 
grudge againſt the children of thy people, but 
thou ſhalt love thy neighbour as thyſelf. I am 
the Lox D. All this is but ſaying what 
Cur1sT ſays in other words. — This doctrine 
is inforced by example, as well as taught hy 
prerept, in the Old Teſtament. See 1 Sam. 
XXiy. 17, 18, 19, with Pf. vii. 4. But what 
a bright example have we, of rewarding evs/ 
with good, in the character of Fo/eph ? Gen. 
A Ne. 4 I 7 
Give to him that aſketh thee, and from bim that 
would borrow of thee turn thou not away, This 
is the very language of Deut. xv. 7, 8, 10. 
Ye have heard that it hath been ſaid, Thou 
ſhalt love thy neighbour and hate thine enemy : 
they certainly had heard ſuch a doctrine from 
the Scribes and Phariſees, but it was falſe; the 
law faid, Thou ſhalt love thy neighhour,. but 


e We find the prophet Ela preaching this very 
doctrine to the king of ¶rael, with reſpe& to his enemies 
the Syrians, who were captivated at Samaria, during the 
war with the kings of Syria. See 2 Kings vi. 22. 
1 Mr. Bate, on this place, well obſerves, —*<* It is 
„ wonderful, that they, who read theſe commandments, 
« can talk of the jour of the law's differing from that of 
te the goſpel, as if the SIR IT oF Gop could differ from 
«© HiMSELF, and the ſame love were not required of the. 
« Fewas is of the Chriſtian; when, on the love of Go, 
<< and owr neighbour, hang all the law and the prophets, 
© according to both the Old and New Teſtament.” 


— 


tut 

in no part of it, Thos ſhalt hate thine enemy 
directly the contraty, Lev. xix. 18. Yet what 
numbers of people are there, that believe it 
did allow hatred to enemies, and that the for- 
 grvenefs of them, and doing them good, was 
never know till CnRIS r preached it! The 
apoſtle tells us Love worketh no ill to his 
neighbour, therefore love is the fulfilling of the 
law. Rom, iii. 10. Mbat law is meant, 
appears ver. 8, 9; not a zew-/aw of CHRIST, 
but the o law delivered from Gon by Moſes. 
As there is but one laugiver (James iv. 12.) 
ſo there is but -one l . 
More inſtances of the truth above contend- 
ed for might be adduced, but I will refer the 
reader to but one more on this part of the 
ſubject, wherein, if CuR1sT could ever have 
had the leaſt intention of abrogating the old _ 
rule of life, given from Gop by Moſes, and 
ſetting up a neu one of bis own, he had a fair 
opportunity of declaring it. Matt. xix. 16. 
One came unto him, and ſaid, Good maſter, 
what good thing ſhall I db, that I may bave 
eternal life? He ſaid unto bim, If thou wilt 
enter into life, keep the commandments. He 
| faith unto Him, Which? Jxsus ſaid, Thou 
ſhalt do no murder — thou ſhalt not commit adul- 
tery—thou ſhalt not fleal—thou ſhalt not bear 


* Nothing can be clearer upon this point, than our 
SAVIOUR'S' ſummary of all He had been ſaying on the 
ſubject of relative duties, throughout the whole of His 
divine diſcourſe. Therefore, "all things whatſoever ye 
would that men ſhould do to you, do ye even fo to them, fer 
—T HIS 1S THE LAW AND THE PROPHETS. 


falſe 


wt 
falſe witneſs — honour thy father and thy mother 

—and—thou ſhalt love thy neighbour as thyſelf. 
The young man ſaith unto Him, All theſe things 
have I kept from my youth up: what lack I yet? 


Ixsus ſaid unto him, If thou wilt be perfect, 


fell that thou haſt, and give to the poor, and 
thou -ſhalt have treaſure in heaven; and come 
and fallow me. The uſe which T would make 
of this ſcripture, is to-ſhew that every ne- 
ceſſary requiſite* for entering into life, as far as 
the ſecond table of the law is concerned, is 
here ſet down—but we find not a ſyllable of 
any new law, or one jot or tittle ſubtracted 
from the old. Comp. Luke x. 25—28. | 
The old law is repeated word for word, and 


ſummed up in its ſpiritual ſenſe and import 


in the laſt ſentence, which occurs in the Old 
Teſtament in juſt the ſame words. - See Lev. 
Xix.,-18. Thou ſhalt love thy neighbour as thy- * 
ſelf. The proof which our Loxp required 
of this man's fncerity, that of giving to the 
, was as much a duty under the Old 
Teſtament as under the new. See Deut. xv. 
7—11, and Pſ. xli. 1. The following ChRIS T 
was ſo far from being a new lau, that it was 
the only way to heaven which Gop ever re- 
vealed ſince the fall of man. Comp. Deut. 
Xxviii. 15, with Acts iii. 22, 23, 24, and 
Matt. xvii. 5. „ 
But it "is been urged, that CHRIST de- 
clared Himſelf to introduce a new lau, Jobn 
xiii. 34. where He faith, A new command- 
ment give I unto you. The context runs thus: 
A new commanament give I unto you; * ye 
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love one another ; as I have loved you, that ye 
alſo love one another. — By this ſhall all men 
know that ye are My diſciples, if ye have love. one 
to another. It ſurely cannot be meant, that, 
by the term ** new commandment,” we are to 
underſtand the introduction of ſome law to- 
tally new in itſelf, ag to the matter of it, with- 
out evident iconfiſtency, and abſolute contra- 
diction: for oux LoRD ſays, Matt. xxii. 39, 40. 
To love our neighbour as ourſelves, is one o 
the tuo great commandments, on which hang 
ALL THE LAW AND THE PROPHETS. And 
St. John ſpeaks of our loving one another, as 
an old commandment which we had from the be- 
ginning. Comp. 1 Jobn ii. 7, 8. with 2 Fobn 
v. 6. St. Paul ſaith, Rom. xiii. 8. Owe no 
man any thing, but to love one another - be that 
 foveth another fulfilleth the law. For this— 
thou ſhalt not commit adultery —thou ſhalt not 
till — thou ſhalt not bear falſe witneſs —thou 
ſhalt not covet—and i, there be any OTHER 
COMMANDMENT, if zs briefly comprehended 
in this ſaying—T hou ſhalt love thy neighbour 
as thyſelf. Love worketh no ill to his neigb- 
bour, therefore LOVE IS THE FULFILLING 
oF THE LAW. Comp. 2 John 5, 6. So 
James ii. 8. ye fulfil the Roy ar Law (vouu 
| PaoiMinov) ACCORDING TO THE SCRIPTURE, 
T hou ſhalt love thy neighbour as thyſelf (See 
Lev. xix. 18.) ye do well. But if ye have re- 
ect to perſons (See Lev. xix. 15. Prov. 
XXIV. 23. Xxviii. 21.) ye commit fin, and are 
convinced (e\&yyopevoi, convicted) of THE LAW 
as tranſgreſſors. For whoſoever ſhall keep 3 
Whole 
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whole law, and yet offend in one point (or 


inſtance— eu evi) is guilty of alli. e. He is 


as «truly a „inner, and as. truly ſubject to 


10 2 though not ſo ſeverely, as if 
10 


had actually been guilty of all poſſible 
« tranſgreſſion againſt Gop's laws.” See 
Parkburſt's Gr. & Eng. Lex. ſub voc. evoyoe. 
For He that ſaid, Do not commit adultery ; ſaid 


elſe, Do not hill. Now, if thou commit no adul- 
 #ery, yet if thou kill, thou art become a tranſgreſ- 


for of the law, ver. 11.—i. e. by offending 


againſt the authority of the Laweiver. 


Whether in one ©: more inſtances this be 
done, the whole lau, conſidered as one en- 


tire rule of obedience, is violated, and the of- 
fender of courſe liable to puniſhment. Comp. 
Gal. iii. 10, See a very ſenſible paraphraſe on 


Janes ii. 8—12. in Guyſe's Paraphaſe on the 
New Teſtament. 


—_— — 


St. James addreſſes this epiſtle to the be- 


| lieving Jews, but holds forth no other rule 


of obedience to them, than the ROYAL Law 
delivered from Gop to Moſes, and recorded 


in the Old Teſtament. For the perfect Taw 
of liberty, ſee chap. i. 25. and chap. ii. 12. 


See Guyſe's Paraphraſe on the New Teſta- 
ment, note on James i. 25. and on Rom. iii. 27. 

Demonſtration cannot be clearer, if theſe 
paſſages be duly conſidered, that CHRIST 
could not mean, by a new commandment, one 
that had never before exiſted, but to eſtabliſh 
the old commandment among His diſciples, not 
only on the footing of its general obligation as 
they were men, but alſo on that ſpecial conſider- 
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ation of their relation to Him, and to one an- 
other as His diſciples, ſo as, if need were, to 
down their Irves for each other. The inforcing 
this by a new I example—on new obligatiane, on 
new motive ſeems to be the meaning of 
CrR1sT's calling the /aw of brotherly love a 
neu commandment. 80 his diſciple Fohn, 
1 Fohn iii. 14.) We know that we have-paſſed 
from death unto life, becauſe we love the brethren; 
and ver. 16. Hereby perceive we the love of 
Gop, Becauſe he laid down His life for us, and 
we ought to 5 down our lives for the brethren. 
Something like this intenſe . — we real 
of in the Old Teſtament. From what other 
motive could Mofes ſpeak, when he ſaid, on 
the behalf of his offending br 3 (Exod. 
XXX11. 32.) Oh this people have fin 
fin, and have made them gods of gold ! 8 4 5 9 | 
yet now, if Thou wilt, forgive their fin, and if 
not, BLOT ME, 1 pray thee, out of thy book 
which thou haſt written, See allo 2 Sam, 
xXxiv. 17, where David pleads with Gop for 
the people, when he ſaw the angel that ſinote 
them, and ſaid — T have jinned, I have done 
 wickedly ; but theſe ſheep, what have they done ? 
let thine band, I pray thee, be againſt me, and 
againſt my father's bouſe. How were both 
theſe great men eminent types of tbe good 
Shepherd, who laid down His hfe for the ſheep! 
John x. 11. Here we may alſo obſerve the 
f amiable and affectionate conduct of Anga. 


4 Which may + inferred ow the words—6 as I 
on have loved you. 
| when, 
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j | when, on the behalf of her churliſh buen 
Natal, ſhe ventured forth to meet the angry 
David, and bis men, 1 Sam. xxv. 18, 22, 23, | 
taking bis fault upon herſelf. Upon we, ſaid 
ſhe, my lord, let this miquity be, and let thine 
handmaid, I pray thee, ſpeak in thine audience, 
and hear the words of thine handmaid : then fol- 
lows, to ver. 32. one of the moſt noble, though 
fimple inſtances of the perfection and per- 
ſuaſiveneſs of eloquence that we meet with, 
even in the ſacred writings : one would al 
moſt think that Virgil had this tranſaction and 
that of David's in his view, when he wrote 
= ſpeech of Niſus to the Rutulians, on the 

half of Eu Ra: 2: as much as that he had 
$a prophecy 21 Jaiab before him, when! he 
wrote his Pollo. 


— — 
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Me, Me, adſum qui fect, in Me convertite avid j 

O Rutuli, mea fraus omnis ; nihil iſte, nec auſus 
| Nee potuit—Cwelum hoc & conſcia Sydera igſtor. 
Tantum infelicem nimium dilexit amicum. 


% Me, Me; he cry'd, turn all your ſwords alone 5 
% On me; the fact confeſs'd, the fault my own. 

He neither could or durſt, the guiltleſs youth— — 

i Ve moon and ſtars bear witneſs to the truth | 

\ <« His only crime (if friendſhip can offend) - + 

4 <« Is too much love to his unhappy friend.” | 

| | | | Daypen. 


1 So in the friendſhip. botox David and 
l | Fonathan—1 Sam. xviii. 1,—where it is ſaid 
ij I rde foul of Fonathan was Init with the foul of 
avid, 
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David, and Fonathan loved bim ai bis own u. 
and ver. 3. —iben Jonathan.\and David maile 


a covenant, becauſe be loved bim as bis own foul: 


And we actually find Jonathan interpoſing 
with Saul on the behalf of David, even at the 
riſque of bis own life. 1 Sam. xx. 32, 33. 80 
David's affection to Ab/alom-—Would to Gon 
I bad died for thee, my jon ! 2 Sam. xviii: 33. 
And, to the ſhame of us 'Chri/tians be it ſpoken, 
this heroic and diſintereſted friendſhip is even 
to be found among the Heathen (in notion at 
leaſt) witneſs the fine and beautiful ſtory of 
Ayſus and Euryalus. Virg. En. ix. I. 427, &c. 
Even Eprcurus could ſay, that a wiſe man 
. * will ſometimes die for his friend.“ See 
Leland, vol. 11. p. 96: | Tee, 
We muſt readily allow, that the RæDpREM- 
ER's love to his people ſurpaſſeth all human 
conception, as to the full and adequate know- 
ledge and comprehenſion of it, and leaves, at 
an immeaſurable diſtance, all the inſtances of 
the moſt diſintereſted /ove and friendſbip, that 
ever did, or can exiſt among mortals. This 
is finely touched by the pen of inſpiration, 
Rom. v. 7. For ſcarcely for a. righteous man 
will one die: yet peradventure (Taxa, perhaps) 
for a good man ſome would even dare to die. But 
Gop commendeth his love to us, in that while we 
were yet finners (and therefore—enemies, ver. 
10.) CHRIST died for us. Well then may the 
{ame APyosTLE (Eph. iii. 19.) call it-—Irep- 
CAANOUGAY TYS YVWOEWS AYHTYY Ts Xuguumthe love 
of CHRIST which paſſeth knowledge. Theſe 
_ conſiderations may ſuffice to ſhew, that ou 
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Lok p's— nat nya A8 T have loved 


you—1s not to be taken in any other ſenſe, 


than as directory for the motives of their af- 


fection towards each other, or to deſcribe the 
manner of that love which they were to bear 
each other as his diſciples, and for his ſake. 


'This was a new commandment, not as to the 
matter of it (for love is the fulfilling of Tux 
LAW) but as to the manner and meaſure of it, 
grounded on the new principle of their re- 
lationſhip zo Bim, and to each other in him. 

A like ſentiment occurs Luke vi. 36. Be 
ye therefore merciful, As (ualuc) your Father is 
merciful ; where Gop's mercy to man, is made 
the rule of our dealings with each other. 
What is there, in all this, contrary to, or in- 
conſiſtent with, Moſes and the prophets ? 

«© But we meet with the very expreſſion— 
« the lau ef CHRIST, Gal. vi. 2.—Bear ye one 
e another's burdens, and fo fulfil the law of 
% CHRIST. - By bearing one another's bur- 
dens (a metaphor taken * eaſing another 
by carrying a burden for him, or aſſiſting him 
in carrying it) I ſhould apprehend that we are 
to underſtand, what the Apoftle expreſſes — 
Rom. xii. 15.—by 2 with them that 
weep; i. e. ſo to be affected with their ſor- 
r0Ws, as even to make them our own, and to 
be as aſſiduous in their removal, or alleviation, - 
as we ſhould be were they our own*, But is 
this a new law of CHRIST, in oppoſition to, 


This ſympathetic tenderneſs is finely touched by the 
Apeflle, 1 Cor. xii. 25, 26, ES 
e inconſiſtent 


{ 


FFF. 

_ Inconſiſtent with, or differing in the matter of 
it from, the law of the Old Teſtament ? Ra- 
ther, doth not this fall under—zhou ſhalt love 

. 94-1 rye elf? Compare Gal. v. 14. 
This was to be obſerved —— the Old Teſ- 
tament, as well as under the New; we find 
this exemplified in thoſe familiar inſtances 
put Deut. xxii. 1—4. Nor was this to be 
confined to friends only, but to be extended 
to enemies. Exod. xxiii. 4, 5. Though the 
letter of theſe laws expreſſed only things 
comparatively trivial, yet, doubtleſs, © the 
ſpirit of them extended to matters of more 
ſerious conſequence, and were rules for their 
conduct towards each other in whatever cala- 
mities they or theirs might be involved: a 
very ſtriking inſtance of this appears (Plalm = 
xxxv. 12, 13, 14.) in the behaviour David 
obſerved witl | reſpect to ſome of his ungrate- 
15 enemies — they rewarded me evil for good, to 
92 4 of my foul (o.] to the 1 
comfort.) But as for me, when they were 
fiek (or afflicted, as dihn alſo fignifies) wy cloth- 
ing was ſackcloth—T bumbled my ſoul wth Falt- 
ing bebaved myſelf as thou Te had been my 
friend or brother I bowed Bia heavily as ont 
that mourneth for bis mother. 
However, by the * Jaw of CurIeT, may 
we not ſuppoſe ſomething mom to be 250 
5 N eee 


Thoſe 1 law- of 8 Chriftin 
law—the law of the geſpel the morality of the geſpe the 
law of the ki Teftament—as they are commonly uſed 
and . have greatly confounded the ideas of 

112 mankind 
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1 See Parkhurſt's Gr. & Eng, Lex. ſub v 


than as to the doctrine which He: taught in 


7 


conformity to the /aw f laue? May we not 
ſuppoſe, that here is a reference to the“ ex-- 
ample He ſet to the principle of ation (for 


ſo I vcuoc ſometimes is to be underſtood ſee 


Rom. vii. 21.) which led Him to bear our 


1 


ianity, 


mankind with regard to truę and, gevnine Ghri/ 
e cauſe of Socinian- 


and have added no little ſtrength to t 


i ſin. „ | | 

an this arifes from a want of duly confidering and 

underſtanding the nature, uſe, and properties of the divine 

law, as well as the place it holds in the economy of the 

covenant of redemption. Me N 
Its nature. Spiritual Boly—juſ.— and good— there- 


fore can never ſave, but be the miniſtration of death and 


condemnation to us as tranſgreſſors and guilty ereatures. 
So that which was ordained unto life to the innocent, muſt 
be found to be unto death to the guilty. See Rom. vii. 10, 
12, 14. 2 Cor. iii. 7,9. e eee 
Its uſe.— To convince of /in—and thus to lead the ſin- 
ner to the. atonement, ſatisfaction, righteouſneſs, and 
death of CRRIST, for pardon, juſtification, acceptance, 
and life eternal. See Rom. vii. 7, 8, 9, 10. Gal. ii, 19, 
&c. 3 iii. 19, &c. e | 5 A . 
Its properties. — Being written in the heart, and put into 
the mind, it becomes a rule of life to the believer, an; hol: 
directory to ſhew him how he ought to walk and 4 
Gop; and, in the ſight of the purity, perfection, and 
holineſs of the divine law, to live under Fade e ſef-abaſe- 
ment, and deep humility, looking for the mercy of aur LORD 


2 CHRtS'T unto eternal life. See Jer. Xxxi. 33, 34. 


ph. ii. 10. Tit. ii. 11, 12, 13. Jude 21. Phil. Iii. 9. 
Thoſe who live under a practical view of theſe things, 
are not only almgſt, but altogether Chᷣriſtians, and can no 
more think of a neu law, than of a zewYyofpel. Having 
drank of the old wine of divine truth, they deſire not the 
new wine of human error (Luke v. 39.) for they ſay the 
%%% ˙- to ont otro SofT © 
John xl. 16. Rom. xv. f. 1 Pet. i. at. 
oc. Ne iv. 
burden 


Ong 


* 


py „„ 
burden of guilt and puniſbment, hen He bin- 
Self bare our fins in His own bady on the tree, 
.1 Pet. ii. a4. according to the prophecy that 
went before, If. liti. 4. Surely He bath borne 
our griefs, and carried our ſorrows. He ſuffered, 
leaving us an example, that We fhould follow His 
eps ; and in particular, by obſerving the ſame 
rule or principle of action towards each other as 
He did towards us, in bearing, alleviating, 
removing each other's burdens of affliction and 
ſorrow, by every means in our power? The 
vou lav / or rule—which CHRIS acted by 
towards us, is propoſed to our imitation, 
with reſpect to the forgiveneſs of injuries, 
(Col. iii. 13.) Forbearing one another, and fon 
giving one another, if any man have a quarrel 
againſt any; even as CHRIST forgave you, fo 
alſo do ye. So that when a man forgives an 
injury upon this principle, he may be faid to 
Full the law of CnRisT in this reſpec, by 
acting agreeably to the rule—law—or prin- 
ciple of CHRIST towards His redeemed 
people. But what is there in all this incon- 
ſiſtent with the Old Teſtament, or that is not 
exactly conformable to it? CHRISSTH did no- 
thing for us but what the Old Teſtament ex- 
actly foretold. Ads xxvi. 22, 23. The 
Apoſtle, in this paſſage of Gal. vi. 2. ſays on- 
ly, in other words, what is ſaid, 1 John iv. 11. 
Beheved, if Gop jo loved us, we ought alſo to 
love one another. So our LoRD, Jobn xiii. 34. 
That ye love one another, as I have loved you. 
As it is written, Iſ. eiii. 8, 9. He was their 
Saviour; in all tbeir afllickion He was affiifted, 
e it RT e,, 
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„„ - 
How then ought Chriſtians to obſerve this 
rule towards each other | How ought they 7a 
aweep with them that weep—as well as rejoice' 
with them that do rejoice !—Who is weak, and 
Jam not weak ?—ſaith Paul, 2 Cor. xi. 29. 
Who is offended, and I burn not? Did CHRIST 
bear. our burden — was this the vouec—the prin- 
ciple of action — the rule—the au. which 
governed Him in all He % and fuffered for 
us ? then let us falſil this lau towards each 
other, by intereſting ourſelves in each other's 
welfare and proſperity ; ſo as, by our conſo- 
lation, advice, and every other means in our 
power, to comfort thoſe that mourn—raiſe up 
them that are caſt down—bind. up the broken= 
hearted—and, in the ſpirit of meekneſs, reſlore 
thoſe that are * fallen. Thus ſhall we bear 
each other's burdens, and ſo fulfil the law of 
CuRIsT. See If. Ixi. 1, 2, 3. Laſtly, it is 
not improbable that the apeſle refers to what 
Cnr1sT ſaid, John xiii. 34, 35. XV. 12. 

J have before obſerved, that the idea of 
CHaRIsT's ſetting up a new lau in oppor 
fition to the law of the Old Teſtament, as 
more pure Þ and holy, is equally replete with 


* This is the more immediate ſenſe of the Apo/ile, 
Gal. vi. 2. as appears by the context; but yet I have 
given a larger ſenſe to the words, as doubtleſs containing 
a rule for the conduct of Chriſtians to each other under 
all _ burdens, from whatever cauſe they may be de- 
" rived. 

T* At CHRISTI lex, ut res alias, ita & hanc conjugii 
« inter Chriſtianos ad perfectiorem redegit normam.“ 
—“ But the law of CurisT reduced, as it did other 
« things, this law of marriage to a more perfect rule 
% among Chriſtians,” Grot. de Jure, lib, ii. c. 0 
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folly and blaſphemy. This is true; for it 150 


only carries us into the fundamental principle 
on which Mabomet founded his Koran, and 


into the very fink of Socinianiſin— but it ſets 
forth CHRIST as finding fault with the law of 


Gop as delivered by Mo/es, and oppoſing Him- 


ſelf to it. This runs us, though we per- 
ceive it not, very near the borders of that 


monſter of here CRERINTRHVs, and bis follow-. 


ers, againſt whom Sr. John is ſuppoſed to 
have written the beginning of his goſpel. 
They taught, that the Creator of this 

* world, who was alſo the ſovereign and 
* lawgiver of the Few/h people, was a Being 
« endowed with the greateſt virtues, and 


« derived his birth from the ſupreme God :: 
That this Being fell by degrees from His 


native virtue and primitive dignity : That 
the ſupreme Gov, in conſequence of this, 
determined to deſtroy His empire, and ſent 
<* upon earth, for this purpoſe, one of the 
9 ever- happy and glorious ons, whoſe name 
was CHRIST ; that this CuRISH choſe for 
“ His habitation the perſon of Jzsvs, a man 
«« of the moſt illuſtrious ſanQity and juſtice, 
the ſon of Jeſeph and Mary, and, deſcend - 


ile He was receiving the baptiſm 

* John in the waters of Jordan: That Jz- 
„bus, after His union with CynISsT, or- 
5 POSED HIMSELF WITH VIGOUR. TO THE 
« Gor oF THE Jews, and was, by His inſti- 


« pation, ſeized and crucified by the Hebrew 


70 e petrmcans required of his follow- 
(/ Rn 


6 ng, in the form of a dove, entered into _ 5 
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* ers, that they ſhould AB AN DON THE LAN. 
* GIVER OF THE Jews, whom he looked 
** upon as the creator of the world; that 
* they ſhould retain @ part of the law given by 
** Moſes, but ſhould nevertheleſs employ their 
principal attention and care to REGULATE 
* THEIR LIVES BY THE PRECEPTS. OF. 
4 CHRIST.“ Moſh. vol. i. p. 69. Which 
ſaid precepts are ſuppoſed to be the precepts 
of one who oppoſed himſelf with vigour to the 
Gop of the Fewi/h people, and whoſe diſci - 
ples were to abandon the lawgiver of the Fews, 
though they were to admit him to be the 
Creator of the world! © „„ 
Here then, reader, I have lifted up the Bive, 
and out has flown the ſwarm, not a ſwarm of 
uſeful and induſtrious bees, but a ſtuarm (Ay — 
a mixture} like that in ÆAgypt, Exod. viii. 24. 
which was grievous, and corrupted the land. 
Here is to be ſeen thoſe peſtilential inſets 
from whence ſprung * Arianiſm—Secinianiſm 
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*The famous Dr. Samue{] Clarke, fully aſſerts, that 
& the ſcripture, or the known open public books of the 
& New Teſtament, are the real and only rule of truth 
& among Chriftians.” Introduction to the Scripture Doctrine 
of the Trinity, p. 4. as cited by I biſton in the Life of Dr. 
$.. Clarke, p. 48. — J{hi/ton is for removing us ſtill farther 
from the Old Teſtament, and inſiſts upon it, that the ra- 
ditionary doctrines the traditionary creed, and the tradition- 
ary preaching of the Apoſtles, which are either authenticly 
preſerved in the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, or no where, or, 
however, the ſcriptures as interpreted according to them, 
were ever in the firſt times owned the only certain founda- 
tions of the Chri/ftian ſettlements, &c. V hiſton, ib. 48, 49.— 
which, by the way, is no ſmall proof, of the truth with 
which I have obſerved the early ſeparation of the New 

5 ; ET" , Re i 133 Teſtament 
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ihn, and all the 7/ns which have plagued, har- 
raſſed, and diſtreſſed, divided; and Aer. 
the church ever ſince. 

Such is the picture of hi! Cirkithidins," 
Surely we cannot ſurvey it attentively, with-' - 
out recognizing a ſimilitude of ſome of the 
features, at leaſt ſomething which may be 
called a ſtrong family likeneſs to the idea of 
«« polygamy's being allowed by the law of 
*© nature and of the Old Teſtament (that is, by 
« the Gop of the Jes) but forbidden by. 
« the law of CHRIST,” which i is e to 
both. 

If it be poſſible to produce a ſingle low of 
CrR1sT, which oppoſes the law of the Old 
Teſtament, all his claim to the character of 
the Meſſab is at an end; for the Męſiab was 
to be made of a woman made under the law: 
Gal. iv. 4. —ſubject to its every precept, obedient 
to its every command—and doubtleſs therefore 

to that folemn command, which, for the 
greater ſolemnity, is repeated HuICE ov. 
Ye ſhall not App to the word whith I command 
you, neither ſhall ye DIMINISH aught from it. 
Deut. iv. 2. xii. 32. How could the BT ES- 
SED JESUS be ſaid to ful n all ri gbrronſneſi, by 

a perfect conformity to all things' which are 
25 fer in the book of the lam to do them how 
fay, as * doth by the Pſalmiſt, Ar * 8. 


Teſtament from the Old Nele 2 treating "0 
e totally tend AD wy independent on each 
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Lo I come to do thy will not mine oun.— John 
vi. 38. J am content to do itt—THY LAW tis 
aoithin my heart—if he either ApbpEp to the 
rule of life given from Gop by Moſes, or Di- 
MINISHED from it? How could he be ſaid 
to obſerve the law in ALL THINGs—how give 
that holy challenge to the Fews, John viii. 
46. Which of you convinceth Me of in? —if 
he abrogated the /aw, the rule given as touch- 
ing the moral actions of men, in any one in- 
Nance, and ſet up a law of bis own in oppo- 
ſition to it? - F 
The falſe CHRIST of Cerinthus and of the 
Socinian, and the true ChRIST of Go, are 
diſcernable by this eſſential difference The 
firſt oppoſed himſelf with vigour to the Gov, of 
the Fews—required that his diſciples ſhould 
abandon the law given by Moſes, and regulate 
themſelves by ſome new precepts of his own.— 
The Holy CaR1sT of. Gop declared—that not 
 @ jot or tittle was to paſs from the lau that He 
came not to deſtroy, but to fulfil it—His whole 
teaching, practice, and example, magnified the 
lau, and made it honourable. Therefore He 
exactly anſwered to the character given of 
Him in the Old Teſtament. He finiſhed the 
tranſgrefſion—made an end of fins—made recon- 
ciliatian for iniquity—and brought in (by his 
ſinleſs, perfect, and meritorious obedience) 
an everlaſting righteouſneſs, for the juſtification 
and ſalvation of his people to all eternity. 
But what ſhall we ſay of the ordinances 

« of Baptiſm and the Lord's ſupper, are not 
„ theſe CHRIST's own inſtituttons, 2 . 
, 5 Fe . 
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de by his own authority? . To this I anſwer 
that theſe uo ſacraments were to ſucceed 
circumciſion and the paſſover, which were the 
0 Fe ans ordinances of the Moſaic diſ- 


tw 
penſation, the whole of which was to ceaſe 
and vaniſh away on the coming of the Me 
Another prięſt was to ariſe, not after the 
order of Aaron, but after the order of Mel. 
chixedecł, (Pſ. cx. iv.) and this, according to 
the propbecies which went before. Now, as 
the excellent Biſbop Hall obſerves, ſome 
4 actions are prophecies,” and he inſtances in 
the hiſtory of the brazen ſerpent the truth of 
his poſition ; he might have inſtanced in 
many more: and among the reſt, in the 
hiſtory of Melchizedeck, of whom it is ſaid, 
that he was a prieſt of the moſt high Gop, who 
met Abraham returning from the y of the 
kings, and bleſſed him. Heb. vii. 1. In Gen. 
xiv. 18. it is ſaid—And Melcbixedecł, king of 
Salem, brought forth bread and wine, and 
bleſſed Abraham, ver. 19. In this prophe- 
tical action is exhibited a type of CHRIST, 
the prieſt after the order of Melchizedeck (ſee 
P ſ. ex. 4.) exhibiting, under the ſacramental 
| bread and wine, his body broken, and bis blood 
ſhed, for the life of the world. So that after the . 
fimilitude of Melchizedech there arsſeth another 
prieff. Now all this was foretold, becauſe 
ordained to happen in the fulneſs of time; 
therefore the inſtituting the receiving gf 


bread and wine, in remembrance af the ſacri- 


the future great ſacriſice under 
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"hs of Ca as emblems of bis body and : 


blood, was no new law of CHRISs 7, but as 
really foretold in the Old Teſtament, as was 
the ſacrifice and death of Cur1sT upon the 
croſs. CHRIST our paſſover being y a 
or us (1 Cor. v. 7.) there was an end o 
typical ordinance of the paſchal lamb. And 


the prieft after the ſimilitudè of | Melchizedeck, 
Was to bleſs the children of Abraham. (Gal. 
Hi. 7.) by exhibiting his body and blood to 


the faith, under the emblems of bread and 


Wine, as Melchizedeck (whom ſome learned 


men ſuppoſe to be CyrisT Himſelf appear- 


ing to Abraham in an human form, as he 


often did under the Old Teſtament, in token 


of his future incarnation) bleſſed the father 


of all the faithful, by munen to his 12. 
oſe emblems 


which were to be the appointed figures to re- 
preſent it under the goſpel diſpenſation. 


Thus, (as the Apoſtle ſpeaks, Heb. vii. 12,). 
as the prieſtbood was to be changed, there muſt 


be of 8 alſo a change * of the law. But 
all this was pre-ordained and foretold ages 
before it happened, and therefore is not to be 
looked upon as a mere /aw of the New Teſ- 
tament, but muſt bear equal date, in the in- 


tentions and deſigns of Gop, with the 0G. 


of redemption. itſelf. 


. It appears from the whole context, that the * 


laue is not here meant, but the typical or ceremonial law of 


facrifices, which, together with the Levitical priefiboed, 
were all to be done away an the 9 of the dun of 


CHRIST. 
80 


7 


7 
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So with regard to the ordinance” of Baptiſn, 


this was echibited under the figure or type of 
Noad's art, wherem, few, that 3s eight fouls, 
were ſaved by water—the like figure whereunts- 
'Q 'AvTrruroy — the antityps. to which) ven 
baptiſm doth now ſaus us, not the putting away! 
the filth of” the fleſhy but the: anſiver of a good: 
conſcience towards God, by the. reſurrectiam of. 
JzsUs CHRIST. 1 Pet, il.. 20, 21. As the 
bread and wine repreſent the body and Hood of. 
CHRIST, in the LorD's Supper, ſo the water. 
in baptifm-repreſents the cleanſing of the Holy. 
Spirit, and ul exhibit to our faith, touching 
what is paſt, what the ſacraments of the pa- 
over and circumciſion repreſented to the faith 
of the Old- Teſtament faizzs, touching what 
wal then to come; but all meet in one grand 
central point CHRIST, the end of the law for 
righteouſneſs to every one that believeth, Rom. 
x. 4. Therefore the ſacraments of the LorD's 
Supper and baptiſm, are not new ordinances u, 
in any other ſenſe, than as appointed of Goo 
to attend on the diſpenſation of the gofþel of 
His grace, under the New Teſtament, when 
thoſe ſacraments were aboliſhed which were 
to attend a different diſpenſation. of the /ame 
goſpel under the Old Teſtament. All argue 
one uniform, conſiſtent deſign in, the bleſſed 
Gop, carried on, in different manifeſtations of 


* See the outward viſible fign and the inward and puri 
tual grace, in the ſacrament of baptiſm, beautifully ſet 
forth, If, xliv. 3. Ezek. xxxvi. 25, 26, 27. with John 
Ul. 5. | . | 2 1 1 8 
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it, under the Patriarchal—* Mofaical—Prophe- 

tical, and Evangelical ages, but ſubject to no 

controul, oppoſitipn, or variation, as to the 

matter of any fingle part or atom of it. The 

further we follow the notion of CuR1sT's 

being the-giver of a new lau, in oppofition to 

the law of the Old Teſtament, the more 

muſt we ſee it pregnant with ef rr of 

the moſt alarming and dreadful kind be- 
cauſe, this being the caſe, we are without a 
Redeemer, and of courſe without any redemp- 

lion; for we are told, that CHRIST died for 

the redemption of the tranſgreſſions that were un- 
der the F1RST TESTAMENT, Heb. ix. 15. by 
which rixsT TESTAMENT we muſt under- 
ſtand the lau of Gop delivered by Mefes ; but 
J can find no trace of any ſatisfaction for fins 
committed againſt any new /aw of CHRIST: 
we mult look to ourſelves for any tranfgreſ- 
ons againſt this: and if ſo— n fleſh can be 
faved. Therefore ſome of the old heretics, 
who were maintainers of this 2e20-/aw ſcheme, 
were perfectly conſiſtent, in declaring, that 
e no ſin after baptiſm could be forgiven“ 
againſt which horrible error, the 16th Arti- 
cle of the Church of England is very ſcriptu- 
rally and properly levelled. —But again—this 
notion of CHRISTH's abrogating the d rule of 


 *® Thoſe divers waſhings which we read of in the Jawof 
Moſis, and which (Heb. ix. 10.) the apo/ile claſſes among 
the carnal ordinances impoſed till the time of refermation, 
were doubtleſs typical of Chriſtian baptiſm, wherein, as 
before under the law, the body is waſhed with pure ibater. 
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Ife, and enacting a new one in its place, as it 
turns us over to ſeek our ſalvation by a neu 
plan of obedience, or perſonal righteouſneſs of 
our 0wn, makes void both Teſtaments, It an- 
nihilates the au vbich wat given by Moſes, ' 
it of courſe deſtroys the grace and truth which 
came by Jxsus CnuRisT: John i. 17. If we 
are not bound by the old moral law, we have 
no occaſion to ſeek redemption from its exe 
and abſolution from its condemnation.— The 
divinity of CuRIsT— the atonement of his 
precious blood—the imputation' of His righ- 
 Zteouſneſs— His ſatisfaftion — merit —= Vicarious 
| fuffermgs and obedience, together with his in- 
tercęſion at the right hand of Gov, and all 
other appendages belonging and effentially 
neceſſary to his prieftly office, by which alone 
we can have redemption, even the forgiveneſs 
of our fins, may bear as ſmall a price in our 
eyes as in the eyes of Socinus, Mahomet, or 
Cerintbus. If the old lau be abrogated as a 
rule of life, then have we nothing to do with 
— Curſed is every one that continueth not in all 
things which are written in tae book of the law 
to do them. Gal. iii. 10. The lau is no 
longer a miniſtration of death, 2 Cor. iii. 7. 
and condemnation. And, if this be the caſe, 
the whole foundation of the redemption' that is 
in CuRISTH JEsvus is ſapped and deſtroyed, 
and the whole fabric of man's /a/vation, which 
is built upon it, mult fall into one dreadful and 
horrible union; we muſt reverſe CaRIsT's 
declaration I came not to deſtroy the lau, but 
to fulfil it—and ſay, that he came not to fulfil 
a = | but 
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but to deſtroy it. Here we muſt join in the 
madneſs of the. Antinomians, and deny the 
obligation gf. the Iaw-—or in the horrid. errors 
of the Socrmans, and renounce the hope of the 
goſpel. To mention all the appendages to this 
new-law ſcheme would be endleſs ; ſuffice it 
to ſay, that they are, in one ſhape or other, 
connected with every berefy that ever was, or 
can be invented; for all Bere, however 
coloured or diſguiſed by the art and ſubtlety 
of men, or, as the Apoſtle ſays, Eph: iv. 14. 
by the fleight of men, and cunning craftineſs 
whereby. they lie in wait to decerve, muſt ori- 
ginate in the confounding thoſe two diſtindt 
propoſitions, which are laid down in the be- 
ginning of St. fobn's goſpel as above-men- 
tioned—The law was given by Moſes=Grace 
and truth came by JESUS'CHRIST. . 
CuRIST came, neither to ſet up a new lau 
nor 2 new goſpel, but (as the Scripture had 
foretold) to bear teſtimony to the truth of 
bath, as revealed by Moſes and the Prophets.— 
Thus he told Pilate, John xviii, 37.—To thrs 
end was I born, and for this cauſe came I into 
the world, that I ſhould. bear witneſs unta THE 
TRUTH : Every one that is of THE TRUTH 
Beareth my voice. And in that moſt affec- 
tionate prayer for His diſciple— John xvii. 
—He faith, ver. 17. Sand&ify them through 
THY TRUTH—THY WORD IS TRUTH. 
To conclude this point :—If we compare 
ſeripture with ſcripture in every inſtance, we 
ſhall not find a ſingle /aw, or rule of life, in 
the New Teſtament, which has not ey <=] 
| f dation 


\ « 
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dation in the Old Teſtament, and that CHRIS T 
came not as a law. giver and a judge, when He 
appeared in the Iiæeneſt of fnful fleſb — Rom. 
viii. 3. but as a /aw-fuffiller and a Saviour. I 
came not (ſaid He, John xii. 47) to Juage the 
world, but to ſave the world. Not to intro- 
duce any new rule of right and wrong, which 
was to change the nature of moral good and 
evil; but for the redemption of the tranſgreſſions 
under the firſt teflament, that they wk ch are 
called might receive the promiſe of eternal inberi- 
trance. Heb. ix. 15. 

As a prophet—He opened and explained 
the law, and preached the goſpel. As a prigſt 
He made atonement for the guilty. — As king 
—He eſtabliſhed the moral /aw as a rule of 
Z oe to his /ſubjeFs ; leaving it as He found it 

ſpiritual, holy, righteous, perfect inſtitution 
ms xix. 7.) to which nothing could be added, 
from which nothing could be diminiſhed; 
reaching not only to the outward actions of 
the life, but to tlie inward thoughts, tempers, 
deſires, and intents of the heart. Were it 
otherwiſe, and the New Teſtament can be 
ſuppoſed to contain ſome rule of life which is 
not in the Old Teſtament, 45raham's counſel, 
which he adviſed the rich man's ve brethren 
to follow, was very imperfe&t—They have 
Mosks and the PROPHETS, let them hear them - 
they bear not MosEs and the'EROPHETS, 
neither will they be perſuaded though one roſe 
from the dead. What good would Moſes have 
done them, if the rule of life laid down by him 
had been incomplete. and deficient ?—what bene- 
Vox. I. 2 fit 


13 
fit could have accrued to them from liſtening, 
though ever ſo attentively, to the prophets, if 
theſe had no better news to tell them, than 
that in the reign of Auguſtus Cæſgar, a man 
was to come and ſet up a new /aw ? Why re- 
fer theſe poor inners to the writings of Moſes 
and the prophets, if there yet remained ſome 
new rule of faith and obedience, not to be met 
with in ther writings ?—Indeed, if this was 
the caſe, it was but to little purpoſe for 
CHRIsT to command the Jeus to ſearch the 
ſcriptures (John v. 39.) : they might, indeed, 
as He ſays, think they had eternal life in them, 
but they were ſadly miſtaken, if a new /aw 
was to be the condition of it, and the way to 
it, which was not revealed and contained in 
thoſe ſcriptures. In vain alſo were they * re- 
ferred to the Hebrew ſcriptures, as teftifying of 
Him ; for not a word is there to be cond. 
His appearance upon earth as a repealer and 
abrogater of the moral law of Moſes, and as 
the enacter and eſtabliſher of a new rule of 


* Very remarkable is that account which we have of 
OUR SAVIOUR'Ss diſcourſe with the two diſciples, after his 
reſurrection, as they were going to Emmaus—O fools, and 
flow of heart (ſaid He) to believe all that the PROPHETS 
have ſpoken ! And beginning at MosEs and all the pRo- 
PHETS, He expounded to them in ALL THE SCRIPTURES, the 
| things concerning HIMSELF. Luke xxiv. 25— 27. And 
| again, when He appeared to the eleven, and to them that 
| were with them, (ver. $32 36.) He ſaid unto them (ver. 44.) 
Theſe are the words which I ſpake unto you while I was yet 
with you, that all things muſt be fulfilled which were written 
in the EAw or MosEs, and in the PROPHETS, and in the 
PSALMS, concerning Me.—Then (ver. 45.) opened He their 
under /tanding, that they might under tand THE SCRIPTURES. 
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He in its place. When our BLESSED: SAvi- 
ouR ſaid (Matt: v. 18.) 7 heaven and earth 
aſs, one jot or one tittle ſhall in no wiſe 
as the law, &c. He ſpake in 4 oo 
phatical manner, introducing what He faid 
with an Amen-verily—and though the expreſ- 
ſions He uſes have been called proverbzal, yet 
no doubt but He is to be underſtood literally. 
The Hebrew ad (for doubtleſs he expreſſed 
_ himſelf in Hebrew) is the ſmalleſt letter in the 
Hebrew alphabet, yet the omiſſion of it in 
ſome words might wholly alter the ſenſe of 
them.—Sowith regard to the ue, which we 
render tittie, it comes from xepac, an horn (Heb. 
p) and denotes thoſe little projections which 
in Hebrew diſtinguiſh one ſimilar letter from 
another— as a Q from a 59—or a 7. from a 5. 
Many texts might be produced, where taking 
away one of theſe, would make a conſiderable 
alteration in the ſenſe. Now can CHRIST 
be ſuppoſed to have been ſo watchful over 
the book of the law, and all things contained 
therein, as to declare that not a ſingle letter, 
or the ſmalleſt part of a letter, could ſuffer 
the leaſt diminution, and yet himſelf vacate, 
alter, change, abrogate, and repeal whole and 
entire ſtatutes? And this to promulgate to 
mankind a neu rule of life, more excellent than 
that under which they had formerly lived, here- 
by ſtamping a want of excellence, purity, and 
_ holineſs, as well as of - wi/dom and perfection, 
on the Divine Law ? = N 
The Apaſtle ſays, your iii. 21.) Tf there 
We 8 had 
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had been a law given which could have given hfe, 
verily righteouſneſs (or that by which men 


could have been juſtified) ſhould have been by 


the law; but the ſeripture hath concluded (ou- 


bende, hath ſhut up together as in a priſon) 
all under fin. Again, He gives us to under- 
ftand, that the juſtification of man is zmpoſſible = 
by the law bat the law could not do—79 
dSovaTo T8 vous—1mpoſſibile legis—THE 1M= 
POSSIBLE THING of the Jaw — Why ſo ?—Be- 
cauſe the law itſelf was imperfect ?—No— 
but becauſe it was weak through the fleſh. Not 
from any defect in the law itſelf, but through 
the impediment ariſing from the corruption 
of the human nature, which has brought us 
under guilt, and rendered us incapable ſub- 
jects of its abſolving and juſtifying ſen- 


| tence. As it argues a perfection and purity of 


holineſs in Gop himſelf, that He is of purer eyes 
than to behold evil, and cannot look on iniquity. 
(Hab. i. 13.) fo it argues a perfection and 
purity in the divine law, that it cannot juſtify 
a finner : and if (according to the new-/aw 
ſcheme) CaRisT has abrogated this law, and 
introduced one that can, it muſt only be from 
a want of perfection and purity in the new lau, 
which is not to be found in the o law. This 


muſt be attended with many certain and 


dreadful conſequences; - amongſt which, one 


is - making CHRIST the miniſter of fin. Gal. 


11. 17.—Another, repreſenting Him as de- 
feating the purpoſe of his. own death ; for it is 


a maxim ſelf-evidently true, that F righte- 


ouſneſs 
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aufuef (or juſtification) come by the Inw—by 
any law whatſoever, no matter what CHRIS 
is dead in vain. Gal. ii. 21. 
The moral law, or rule of bi fe, delivered. 
from Gop by Moſes, is founded in the very 
nature of that relation which every reaſonable 
_ creature muſt bear to its Creator. It is all 
reducible to two heads, which our Savi- 
oVR holds forth as the uo great command- 
ments of the lau. Thou ſhalt love the Lox Dp 
thy Gop with all thine heart, with all thy mind, 
with all thy foul, and with all thy ftrength; and 
thy . as thy * ſelf—is too perfect a 
altem of morals to admit of the leaſt addition 
or improvement; it is a rule of life to angels 
as well as to men; and a conſtant conformity 
to this Sly lau, conſtitutes the happineſs of 
the angels, principalities, and powers (Col. 1, 16.) 
of heaven. Could one of theſe ceaſe from 
loving God with all its faculties; could it feel 
a ſingle wrong temper, either with reſpect to 
God, or to its fellow ſpirits, it would fin— 
it would leave its firft eftate, and, with the 
other apotate ſpirits, be caſt down to bell, and 
be reſerved in chains of darkneſs unto the ſudg- 
ment of the great day. 2 Pet. ii. 4. Jude 6. 

It can therefore be no more true, -that | 
CHr1sT came upon earth to give a new law 1 
to mortals, than that He aſcended into heaven ll 
to give a neu law to angels, He could not do Sill 
either, without materially affecting the very Tl! 
nature of that relation which the intelligent 


* Deut. vi. 5. Lev. xix. 18. 
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and reaſonable parts of the creation bear to 


 Gop and each other. 
As far as the moral law of Gop eeflades to 
mortals, we muſt conſider the commerce of the 


ſexes, with all its various relations, conſe- 


uences, and dependencies, as a moſt mate- 
rial object of it: ſo material, as to forma 
very conſiderable part of the ſacred code. It 
naturally ranges itſelf under the duties of the 


ſecond table. So the Apoſtle, Rom. xiii. 9. 


For this, Thou ſhalt not commit aduttery, &c. 


and if there be any other commandment, it is 


briefly comprehended in this ſaying, namely, Thou 


Shalt love thy neighbour as thyſelf. Love 


worketh no il to his neighbour. Now if 
CHRIST forbad that which was before allowed, 
He extended the obligation of the divine law 


beyond what the Old Teſtament had done; 


therefore muſt be ſaid to add ſomething to the 


ſecond table of the law. This conſequence 


cannot be avoided, if we ſuppoſe Him giving 
a ſenſe to the word UND) —adultery—which it 
never had before. He certainly hereby ex- 


tended the ſeventh commandment as tom its 


curſe and puniſhment. On the other hand, if 
He had a/{lowed what the law had forbidden 
under the Old Teftament, He had diminiſhed 
from its curſe and puniſhment, by narrowing 
its obligation. In this view He had dini- 
niſhed from the law. In either caſe, we 
number Him with the tranſgreſſors in a moſt 
awful and dreadful ſenſe ; for no poſitive 
command of the law is revealed with more 
ſolemnity than Deut. iv. 2. and Deut. xii. 3 

| | * 
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which forbad, abſolutely forbad, both. It 
is therefore as impoſſible that CHRIST ſhould + 
condemn polygamy as adultery, as that He 
ſhould allow — * as lawful commerce; be- 
cauſe the firſt was adding to the law, which 
never forbad it, the other diminiſbing from 
the law, which poſitively forbad adultery 
with another man's wife, Exod. xx. 14. ex- 
plained Lev. Xx. 10. | 
To ſuppoſe that Gop ſhould ever revoke, 
alter, or change thoſe moral inſtitutes, which 
vuvere revealed under the Old Teſtament for the 
regulation and government of mankind, is to 
ſuppoſe ſome defect in the DerTY, ſome 
want of preſcience to foreſee miſchiefs which 
might ariſe, and which were not ſufficiently 
guarded againſt, This argues an imbecillity 
or weakneſs of underſtanding and knowledge, 
like that of human legiſſators, who make laws 
to remedy evils as they ariſe before them, 
but cannot Zell what a day may bring forth ; 
and therefore repeal at one time, the law 
which they made at another. When we 
argue for the ee of the law, we 
argue for the perfection of it, which is, in 
other words, to contend for the perfection of 
Him that made it. tons 
When Go created the heavens and the earth, 
He gave them a law which cannot be broken ; 
by this law the material univerſe is governed, 
and will be governed to the conſummation of 
all things. The leaſt departure from it, 
either by addition or diminution, would 
throw the whole into diſorder, confuſion, and 
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ruin. So with reſpect to the moral world, 
the laws which Gop once gave for the regu- 
lation and government of this, are equally 
ſure and Red, „; and it is owing to a depar- 
ture from theſe, that diſorder, confuſion, 
and ruin are the portion of wretched man. 

The divine law, as delivered from Gop by 
Moſes, may be compared to a golden chain; the 
ſeveral fatutes which compoſe it are the links, 
Now we know, that whichever link of a 
chain be broken, all that is ſuſpended by it 
muſt fall to the ground. That the ſecurity 
and protection of the weaker ſex againſt the 
deceit, violence, and cruelty of the frronger, 


depend who!ly on the law of Gov, is a truth 


which none, who admit that Gop ever gave 


a law, will diſpute. And ſhall we ſuppoſe 


that Cn«#1sT came into the world to weaken. 


that ſecurity, by deſtroying ſome of the /nks 


of the chain on which it is ſuſpended? and 
this by introducing a new lau, fo contrary to 
the law which was given by Moſes, that men, 
in ſome ſituations, cannot obey the one, with- 
out tranſgreſſing the other ? This is making 
CurisT's acts like the threatening of Reho- 
boam, 1 Kings xii. 11. Whereas my father did 
lade you with an heavy yoke, I will add to your 
yoke. My father hath chaſtiſed you with whips, 
but I will chaſtiſe you with ſcorpions, —But far, 
far be it from us, to impute ſuch a proceed- 
ing to Him who came not to deſtroy men's lives, 
But to fare them. Luke ix. 56.— That no 
ſuch thing is chargeable upon Him, will 


7 25 ſtill more Plainly, on our taking a 
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4 and more critical view of thoſe paſſages 
of the goſpel, in which CARTST 1 is ſuppoſed 
to condemn polygamy as adultery 
which J ſhall take notice of, as wy vey 
to the reſt, is Matt. v. 31, 32. It hath been 
lud, M baſoever ſbali put away his wife, let bim 
we her a writing of divorcement. But I 

unto you, that whoſoever ſhall put away his wife, 
ſaving for the cauſe of fornication, cauſeth ber 
to commit adultery; and whoſoever ſhall marry 
her that is divorced, committeth adultery, Here 
our Lok D ſhews that there is but one lau 

cauſe of divorce in the ſight of Gop, ſo as to 
ſet the huſband entirely free from the wife. 
The Fews, on the contrary, had been taught 
by the rabbies, that a man who wanted to 
get rid of his wife, had nothing to do but to 
give * ber a bill of divorcement, and this for 
any cauſe whatſoever. But CHRIST ſhews, 
that ſuch unjuſt divorces had no operation on 
the bond of marriage; ſo that marrying ſuch 
2 divorced woman, was as much an a& of 
adultery, as if the man had taken her while 
ſhe cohabited with her huſband, ChRIST 


*The Jews th-mſclves held, that there were two ſorts 
of men who never could divorce their wives : Firſt— 
| thoſe who failed in their proofs againſt them on the trial 
mentioned Deut. xxii. 13—19. —Secondly, thoſe who 
had laid hold on them and Bm with them, without betroth- 

ment or eſpouſals, Deut. xxii. 29; for | in both thoſe 
caſes it is eſpecially ſaid— He may not put her away all his 
days. As for us Chriſtians, we ſuffer a man to take and 
divorce as many women as he can ſeduce, provided they 
have no other claim upon him, than what the e * 
of Gop gives them, 


did 


1 


did not declare this, as if it had been lawful 


under the Old Teſtament, and now made 
unlawful by ſome new law of His, but on 
the footing of the primary inſtitution of 
marriage from the very beginning, as will 
appear when we farther conſider the paſſage in 
Matt. xix. on which the conceit is founded, 
that polygamy is forbidden by the lau of 


„ CnRIST.“ Suffice it to obſerve at preſent, 


that in this place of Matt. v. 31, 32. no- 
thing is ſaid about polygamy, or a man's having 


T õοꝶ ͤ wives. 


Our Loxp ſays—cauſeth her fo commit 
adultery, How ſo?—Firſt- by laying her 
under the temptation, which may be ſuppoſed 
to be not a little heightened by her reſent- 
ment againſt her huſband, who had firſt uſed 
her ill, and then divorced her; eſpecially 
where this was done for the ſake of taking 
another woman whom he liked better. Secondly 
—ſhe was tempted to it by the very terms of 
the bill * of divorcement, which was to the 
following effect— 

. *« Such 


The 61i/] of divorcement was, as practiſed by the 
Fews, attended with ſo many circumſtances of difficulty 


(as may be ſeen in Selden, Ux. Hebr. lib. vi. c. 25. 


p- 514-) that it ſeems to have been an invention rather 
to prevent divorces, than to promote them. However, 
it is very clear from our Lokp's diſcourſe with the Pha- 
1 Matt. xix. that they were not only «ſed, but 
a ſed, to a very great degree. 

t is remarkable that at Rome, from the foundation of 
the republic to the fir/? divorce, there was a ſpace of 520 
years; though the men had a power of divorcing their 
wives almoſt at pleaſure. This affords no ſmall _ 

of - 


wa 


I 
Such a day, ſuch a month, and year, I 
« ſuch a one, of fuch a place, do, of my 
* own free conſent and choice, repu- 
«« diate thee A. B. my late wife, baniſh 
* thee from me, and reſtore thee to thy 
* own liberty, and thou mayeſt hence- 
“ forth go whither, and marry whom, 
„ thou wilt, And this is thy bill of 
* divorcement and writing of expulſion, 
** according to the law of Moſes and 
© Iſrael. Signed by two witneſſes.” Ses | 
Univ. Hiſt. vol. iii. p. 149. | 
The people having been taught that 6255 A 
bill of divorcement was a valid diſſolution of 
the marriage, the woman of courſe believed, 
that ſhe, having received it, was free to 
marry any other man, as much as if her huſ- 
band had been dead; and thus was ſhe cauſed, 
by this deceit, to marry another, by which, 
in truth, and in the fight of God, ſhe com- 


mitted adultery, 


of the chaſtity and good behaviour of the Roman matrons 
during that period. And indeed the account we have of 
that fir/? divorce, need not leſſen them in our eſteem ; for 
Carvilius Ruga did not diyorce his wife for any fault in 
her, but becauſe he had no children by her: therefore, 
thinking himſelf bound by a fooliſh oath, which the 
Cenſors at that time cauſed people to take, he put her 
away, and married another. See Ant. Univ, Hiſt. vol, iii. 
p. 148. note W. and vol. xii. p. 216, 

In after times, the Roman women grew ſo debauched 
and profligate, that when Severus mounted the throne, 
he found on the roll of cauſes to be tried, no leſs than 
three thouſand proſecutions for adultery, He bad formed 
a ſcheme of reformation, which from that moment he 
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The latter clauſe of ver. 32. Whoſcever 
foall marry her that is divorced, committeth 
adultery, 1s wanting in the Cambridge manu- 
{cript. St. Auguſtine ſays, that — Greek 
and Latin copies had it not, and ſeems to 
treat it as a needleſs tautology ; his words are 
theſe—*<* Explicatus hic ſenſus putari potuit 
in eo quod ſuperius dictum eſt“ “ facit 
eam machari'—** quomodo enim dimiſſa 
« fit mecha, niſi fiat qui eam duxerit ma- 
% chus ?''—that is—** The ſenſe of this 
* clauſe may be ſuppoſed to be explained in 
«© what goes before—cauſeth her to commit 
% adultery— for how could ſhe become an 
« adultereſs,, unleſs the man who married her 
«© became an adulterer? But when it is 
conſidered that our SAviouR was ſpeaking 
to a people whoſe ears were dull of 5 weed 
Matt. xi11. 15—who were taught by their 
Doctors to ſtand upon the mere /etter of ſerip- 
ture, without entering into the ſpirit of it— 
it was neceſlary that line ſhould be upon line, 
line upon line—precept upon precept, precept 
upon precept—as the Prophet * ſpeaks, If. 
XXV11l, 10.—therefore, that our LORD ſhould. 
not leave them to draw concluſions from 
words of implication only, and thus to throw 
the fin upon the woman alone, becauſe the 
man was not mentioned, but ſo expreſs Him- 
ſelf as to bring the whole law on the ſubject 

into full view; as Lev. xx. 10. where both 


* So the oll, Phil. iii. 1.—To write 4 ſame 7 


to you, to me indeed is not grievous, but for you it is 
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the woman and the man are explicitly men- 
tioned, the one as an adultereſi, the other as 
an adulterer. Surely then, on the analogy 
of ſcripture itſelf, the reading of this laſt 
clauſe may be retained, as it ſtands in our 
printed copies. b 1 

The next ſcripture to be farther conſider- 
ed, is Matt. xix. 9. 1 /ay unto you, Whoſoever 
ſhall put away bis wife {except it be for fornica- 
tion} and ſhall marry another, committetb adul- 
tery, and whoſo marrieth her which is put away, 
committeth adultery. —This is highly neceſſary, 
in order to bring into view the 0 of ouR 
LoxrD's defign, which was to reprobate the 
various abuſes of divorce, at that time prac- 
tiſed by the Jews, and among the reſt, the 
horrid traffic, which the very la of Moſes, 
to which they referred for their ju/tificatzon, ' 
condemned—that of divorcing their wives for 
every cauſe, and, of courſe, that they might 
exchange them for a time, and then take them 
back agaim ;=-this was expreſsly forbidden by 
Deut. xxiv. 2, 3, 4. therefore certainly in- 
cluded in our Lok p's diſcourſe on the ſub- 
ject of unlawful and unjuſt divorce. And in- 


dieed I much doubt, whether, in this place, 


the applying and inforcing of Deut. xxiv. 

2, 3, 4. was not the chief object which oux 

SAVIOUR had in view—(ſce before p. 85, 

86, 87.) For where a man divorced his wife 

for ſuch a purpoſe (which, according to the 
Hillelians was held lawful—ſee before p. 82.) 

he became an adulterer in à double ſenſe, 
as not only cauſing his own unj _—_—— 

f | | 4 WII 


OF 
wife to commit adultery, by proſtituting Her 
to another man, according to Matt. v. 32.— 
but alſo by taking the other man's unjuſtly- 
divorced wife to himſelf; which, in this 
view of the matter, ſeems the true import of 
aνEjñ daayy In this place. We muſt remem- 
ber, that Chriſt is arguing with the Feu on 
the footing of the lau of Moſes, as it ſtood in 
the * Hebrew ſcripture, not as the Scribes 
and Phariſees interpreted it, or as we have 
tranſlated it. See the learned AinswoRTH 
on Deut. xxiv. 1, &c. and GELL s Eſſay to- 
wards a New Tranſlation, p. 723. 

A perſon of infidel-principles was once 
making himſelf merry in a large company, at 
the expence of the ſcriptures, and told his 
companions, that he could prove the prophet 
of the Chriſtians (as he called CHRIST) m#/- 
taken, even upon the moſt common ſubjects. 
After awakening the curioſity of the com- 
pany, he thus gratified it—** CuR1sT ſays, 
«« that od bottles are not fo ſtrong as new” 
(alluding to Matt. ix. 17.) and therefore, 
© if new vine is put into old bottles; it will 
„ break them—now don't every body know 
« that o/d glaſs is juſt as ſtrong as new, for 
who ever heard that g/aſs was the weaker 
* for being old?” A clergyman in company, 
who had been made the butt of his wit, 
gently reproved the ignorance and folly of 


In which the word ©X3—adultery—in noone inſtance 
was referred to poogamy, nor had any other ſenſe, but 
the defilement of a betrothed or married woman. 


10 this 
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[7 
this witling, by aſking him if he underſtood 
_ Greek ? Greek, Sir ?—No, Sir but what 
% has Greek to do with it?—a bottle's' a 
« bottle, whether in Greek or Engliſb, every 
«© body knows that, and that an d bottle is 
« juſt as good and as ſtrong as a new one.'— 
Not quite, Sir,” (replied the other) if 
«« they are made of leather or ſtins, which 
« was the fact as to the bottles CurisT (| 
« of, as their Greek * name imports; —and 
« indeed it is ſo in many countries, even to 


Aces ſignifies a leathern bottle, or veſſel, uſed to 
hold wine. See Joſh. ix. 4, 13, -where the Hebrew 
word JN is rendered by the LXX, do. They are 
ſaid to be old and rent, and bound up. See HARM. O8/. 
on Scripture, vol. i. p. 131, 132. 3 

The celebrated M. de Voltaire, whoſe malice againſt 
the ſcriptures could only be equalled by his ignorance of 
their contents, endeavours to prove, from Prov. xxiii. 31. 
that the whole book is a forgery, and not written by Solo- 
mon; this becauſe p is rendered, in the tranſlations be- 
fore him, by the word glaſs—vitrum—verre—** where- 
<«< as,” ſays that wiſe critic, ** drinking-glaſſes were not 
„ invented till after Solomon's time,” taking it for grant- 
ed that d' muſt ſignify a drinking-glaſs ; whereas it de- 
notes any drmking-cup which covers or incloſes the liquor, 
of whatever materials the ſaid cup may conſiſt. 

He is alike happy in his proof of 1 Sam. xxviii. (which 
pou an account of SauPs conſulting the witch of Ender) 

ing a forgery, ** becauſe the word Python (uſed in the 
Vulgate tranſlation) © was not known 'till the Fews had 
_ <6. ſome acquaintance with the Greeks, after the time of 
* Alexander,” — The Hebrew is , which the LXX 

22 27 piputoy—ventriloquam—alkind of wizard, 
ſo called from their inward way of ſpeaking or mutter- 
ing. But not a glimpſe of Python is there to be found. 
See Letters of owe to Voltaire, vol. ii. p. 275, 373: 
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1 1 
Le this day, that people uſe ſkins by way of 
« veſſels to contain wine.” — On which fide 
the laughter of the company turned is not 
very difficult to imagine. ! 
Something like this facerrous gentleman's 
miſconception of things is likely to be our 
Portion, if we form our ideas of the import 
of certain paſſages of ſcripture, from the ſound 
of words in our tranſlation, without adverting 
to the /en/ſe of the original. So alſo, if we 
interpret the ſcripture according to our own 
conceits, without duly conſidering the times 
when—the places where—the occaſions on 
which—and. the /tuations of the perſons to 
whom they are addreſſed. Theſe obſerva- 
tions are peculiarly needful reſpecting the 
portion of ſcripture now before us, eſpecially 
as we have popular miſtake, vulgar error, and 
of courſe, prejudice of education, to contend 
with. Still all theſe cannot alter the truth 
of ſcripture, or render it at all the more cer- 
tain, that ChRIST here condemns, or indeed 
mentions, polygamy. - 
He was ſurrounded at this time by a great 
multitude of people, who, in principle, as 
living under the law of the Old Teſtament, 
were polygamiſts, and, doubtleſs, numbers of 
them were ſo in practice many there muſt 
have been among this great multitude of Fes, 
who had either married 7wo wives together, 
or having one, took another to her, and coha- 
bited with 4ozh4. Had our LorD intended to 
have condemned ſuch practices, he would 
ſcarcely have made uſe of words which did 
oh not 


En 

vor deſcribe their fituation, but of words that 
did. It is very plain that He rbat putteth - 
away his wife, e vorce 
ment—could have ing to do with the 
man who took 7200 wives together, or one to 
another, and cohabited alike with Sr. But 
we are apt, like the man and his àorrlet, to 
conſtrue ſcripture, by ſuppoſing perſons. to 
whom particular things are ſaid, were in the 
circumſtances then, in which we are now 3 
but it was far otherwiſe: they had no muni- 
cipal laws againſt polygamy, as we have. 80 
far from it, their whole laub (as has been abun- 
dantly proved) allowed it. Which faid law, 
and every part thereof, was, at 'the time 
CunrIsT ſpake what is recorded in Matt. 
xix. , in as full force and efficacy, as at the 
moment after Moſes had delivered it to the 
people. He therefore could no more ſtate 
polyga e adultery by the law of IMrael, than 
L can ſtate it as bn aol mon by the laws of 
England. © 

t is to be obſerved; that the ſubject· matter 
in debate was the buſineſs of divorce, which 
the Jews had carried to a ſhameful height, 
and this is what CuR1sT is oppoſing. - The 
occaſion of the diſcourſe ſeems to » this— 
what He had ſaid in His ſermon on the mount, 
in Galilee, about divorce, Matt. v. 31, 3a, 
had, doubtleſs, been carried to the Phariſees 
in Judea, by ſome of their emiſſaries, who 
were among the multitudes that followed Him 
from thence, Matt. iv.' 25. moſt probably b k 

A 


ſome of thoſe Ren which were ſet _ 
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his words and aftions. See Luke xx. 20. The 
Phariſees were provoked, as what CurIsT 
had ſaid militated againſt thoſe notions which 
they had received, and ſtrenuouſſy maintain- 
ed among their diſciples, On His return 
into the'coofts of Fudea beyond Fordan, He was 
alſo attended by great multitudes, ver. 2. The 
Phariſees thought this a fair opportunity 70 
entangle Him in His talk (as Matt. xxii. 15.) 
and lay Him under difficulties, either that of 
diſavowing what He had ſaid, or, if He per- 
ſiſted in it, to repreſent Him before the mul- 
titude as an enemy to the a. of Moſes. 
Therefore we read, ver. 3. the Phariſees af 
came unto Him, tempting Him by propoſing 
an enſnaring queſtion, which they ſuppoſed 
would lay Him under one or other of the 
difficulties above-mentioned, either of deny- 
ing what He had ſaid, or of appearing an 
adver ſary to Moſes. They therefore aſł Him 
Als it lawful for a man to put away bis wife 
for every cauſe? His anſwer to this is not 
founded on any new /aw of His own, but on 
the original command of 'Gop, delivered by 
Adam, Gen. ii. 24. The-Phariſees then bring 
their deſign into full view, by quoting Mo/es's 
authority againſt the anſwer which CurisT 
had given, and in defence of their own opi- 
nion. The paſſage which they referred to, 
was Deut. xxiv. t, which they called a com- 
md; but our LokD corrects them, and calls 
it only a permiſion, and this—for tbe hard- 
1g, 'of their hearts; not that it affected the 
matter in the fight of Gop, by vacating tlie 
mw * | marriage, 
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marriage, for that a man who marred a di- 
worced woman, was as guilty in the 
ſight of Gop, as if ſhe had — — . 
and ſo was the divorced woman, __ married 
again, /ving ber huſband. That this was the 


ſcope of CnRIS T's reaſoning upon the matter; 
appears from the anſwer which He rave ig 


od 


the houſe, they aſted. Him again of the ns 
matter—rep Ts dvre—about the Hume iden- 
rical thing.—He cannot be ſuppoſed to yary 
His opinion upon the 2 point; therefore, 
in words which had the ſame. meaning, He 
repeats the ſubſtance of what He had before 
faid to the Phariſees —He faith unto them, 
IV boſoever ſhall put away his wife, and marry 
unat ber, | committeth adultery againſt ber; to 
which He adds And if a woman ſhall. 
away her husband, and be married to nat n, 
ſhe a adultery. 
. . fas. the 1 > iefetred ens to 
the authority o Maes, by way of anſwet to 
what He had ſaid, to prove the unlawfulneſs 
of divorces ; He takes an opportunity to detect 
their abuſe of that ſcripture; Deut. xxiv. 1. 
&c. (for this is the paſſage evidently te- 
ferred to) and proves, on the ground 
of ver. 4. of that chapter; the truth of all 
he faid upon the ſubject; namely, that theſe 
permiſſive divorces, which Mos ſuffefed 
(enerphes) for the baraneſt | 455 hearts, 


ms no diſſolution of the marriage bond, | 
ut 


t the man who thus injurinuſly divor 
his wife, cauſed ber to be defiled;. and 5 
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who married her, defiled her; but yet, 
having married her, ſhe could not * return 
to her jfr/# huſband, on a divorce from the 
ſecond, without a freſh act of adultery. De- 
filing a man's wife, and committing adultery 
upon her, are ſynonymous terms, as may 
appear by comparing Prov. vi. 29. with 
Ezek. xviii. 11, 15. Therefore our SAvi- 
ouR fays no more in effect, than is faid Deut. 
xxiv. 4; He only enlarges upon, explains, 
and appplies the doctrine there deltvered, 
eoncerning the defilement and adultery which 
was the conſequence of marrying a divorced 
woman, and has a view to the licentious 
practices of the Fews, under the ſanction of 
theſe wanton and cauſeleſs divorces. The an- 
tient Jews had learned from the Egyptians, 
amongſt whom they dwelt ſo long, a practice 
of changing their wiver, and afterwards tak- 
ing them again ; which the law, Deut. xxiv. 
1—4, was expreſsly made to prevent, as one 
of the greateſt abominations in the ſight of 
Gop. Still this practice prevailed in later 
times, as may be gathered from Fer. v. 8. 
They were as fed horſes in the morning, every one 
xeighed after bis neighbour's wife. Their in- 


* The inſtance of David's taking again Michal, Saul's 
daughter, after ſhe had been the wife of Phaltiel, the 
ſon of Laiſb, had nothing to do with this; for ſhe had 
not been put away from David by bill of divorcement, or 
any other act of his, but violently taken away by her fa- 
ther Saul, and given to Phaltiel. Nor was it, probably, 
in her power to have gainſayed the imperious commands 
of her tyrannical father. Lee 1 Sam. xxv. 44. 2 Sam. 
111. 135 & e. | ; | 
wi + 5 ; tercourſe 
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tercourſe with the * Greeks + and Romans, 
in later times ſtil], was another means of pro- 
moting this unnatural and horrid traffic. This 
could not be carried on among the eus with- 
out the expedient of the nn" 9-31 of. 
divorcemeut; without this the adultery had 

been too barefaced, but with it, they had 
been taught by their rabbies, ſuch as Hillel 
(who held that a man's ſeeing a woman Be 
liked better than his own wife, was a juſt cauſe 
of divorce} to do as they pleaſed. They might 
put away their wives for every cauſe, therefore 
for this, among the reſt, becauſe they ſaw 
another's (for hat may be fignified by the 
word aayv, as I ſhall obſerve preſently) 
whom they liked better than their on. 
Thus under theſe divorces they could ex- 
change 4 their wives. For inſtance A. 
liked the wife of B.— B. liked the wife of A. 
—each hating his own—they agree to change 
How ſhall this be done? If the wives are 


See before p. 210—1%. _ | 

+ How fond and eager the Fetus were to imitate the 
heathen ſaſhions and manners, eſpecially thoſe of the 
Greeks, ſee 2 Macc. iv. 15, 16. 

t This was ſo abhorred of Gon, that he made the 
poſitive law, Deut. xxiv. 1—g. in ſuch terms, as to 
prevent the man who had divorced his wife, from ever 
taking her again after her marriage with another man, not 
only on a divorce from that man, but even after his death. 
It is a grievous thing that our tranſlation has obſcured 
the whole drift and meaning of the paſſage, (ſee before 
p- 85, &e.) for by this it is, that the reader is led into 
the notion of CRRISs T's making a new latyu againſt poly- 
gamy, while he is enforcing old law againſt unjuſt 
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exchanged without a bill of divorce, adultery 
muſt be acknowledged on both ſides; they 
therefore have recourſe to a bill of divorcement, 
under which the woman was held to be Aga 
put away, according to the law of Moſes and 
Ifrael (fee before p. ) and was free to 
marry whom ſhe would ; the bill 'of divorce- 
ment being looked upon as an abſolute and 
total diſſolution of the marriage-bond. Our 
LoRD is ſhewing the contrary. Firſt, On the 
footing of the indiſſolubility of the contract, 
in the fight of Gop, by any human autho- 
rity, Secondly, On the terms of the 110 
law, to which the Phariſees referred him f. 
their juſtification ; which being taken all 
rogether, proycs no more than an implied — | 
miſſion of divorce for the hardneſs of their 
hearts; or, as we fay—a nenſd & toro propter 
| ſevitiam—** from bed and board by reaſon 
te of cruelty: and this was, that women 
might be releaſed from the barbarity with 
which their cruel huſbands would hs. treat- 
ed them, on conceiving ſome diſlike, had they 
been forced to have lived with. them. But 
yet, as Moſes ſhews, the bond of marriage ſtill 
remained; ſo that if a man married ſuch a 
woman, he and the woman were both guilty 
of adultery, in the fight of Gov, notwith- 
ſtanding the 51% of divorcement. If this had 
not been the caſe, Moſes could not have called 
the marriage of the divorced woman a defilement 
—ſaying, Deut. xxiv. 4. —efter. ſbe is defpled. 
Our Saviour, therefore, doth not by His 
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I fay unto you, mean that He was enacting 
2 or laying down a rule that was 
_ oppolite to, or inconſiſtent with, the la 
Moſes—had He attempted this, he had fallen 
into the very ſnare which the Phariſees had 
laid for Him. But“ Jay unto you means 
here, as in the inſtances before aku His 
ſermon upon the mount (ſee before, p. 310 
—313) as if He ſaid—“ Your rabbies teach you 
ſo and fo, and in fo teaching you they 
% make void the law of Gop through their 
«© traditions ;—but 1, who am come to re- 
** ſtore the honour of Moſes's law, by reſtor- 
ming its true ſenſe and meaning Ion the 
* authority of that law, which you have 
„partially quoted, without taking the 
whole together—/ſay unto you, though, for 
% the hardneſs of your hearts, Mosts ſuffered | 
*© you to put away your wives, and ſuſpended 
any puniſhment which might have accrued 
«« for ſo doing, yet did he not, nor could he 
thereby diſſolve the marriage itſelf ; ſa 
<« far from it, he terms the marriage of ſuch 
a divorced woman a defilement. herefore 
* I fay unto you—whoſcever putteth away 
FC his wife, { except or tbe cal of fornica- 
5 tt0#——which is. the only legal cauſe of 
% divorce) and marrieth another hereby 
tempting, and even provoking the diver- 
*« ced. woman to marry another man that 
$6 ough the ferſonal guilt follows the per- 
Mx. Salmon well obſerves, that the goſpel is a 
f* cavenant revealing grace, not commanding a new m- 
* rality. Kay on Marriage, p. 134, 0 
1 + A4 ;ð 
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% fmal aft, with reſpect to her, fo that if 
* the, while her husband liveth,” be married to 
« another man, fhe ſhall be called an adulteręſi 
“ (ſee Rom. vii. 2.) yet the guilt of this 
* adultery will alſo be imputed to him who 
* was the wilful occaſion of it, by cauſing 
ber to commit it, And as to you, who, 

** for the purpoſe of exchanging your wives 
**. with each other (a matter which the law of 
Mzoſes, in a part of the paſſage which you 
refer me to, but which you don't mention, 
was particularly made to guard againſt *) 
have put away your wives—and to you. 
who marry ſuch divorced women—and to 
you divorced women, who think yourſelves 
at liberty to marry whom ye will, when 
ve are unjuſtly put away from your huſ- 
% bands—Mofes calls all this defilement, which 
is but another term for adultery :;—there-' 
fore I ſay unto you, as well as to thoſe 
* who, contrary to the law above-mention- 
ed, take back again the women they have 
* once divorced , after they have been mar- 
JJV a: ye « ried 
* For this, ſaith 4barbinel on Deut. xxiv. 4. was to 
imitate the Zgyptians, who changed their wives, and 
took them again into their houſes, which was the occa- 
ſion of great filthineſs ; for, as Iſaac Arama gloſſes, if 
this had not been prohibited, a gate had been opened 
unto vile men to make a trade of changing their wives, 


and thereby filled the land with wWhoredom.—See Patr. 
on Deut. xxiv. 4. 25 5 . +3 


+ Though the bill of divorcement wrought'as a ſort of 


ce 


66 
40 
cc 
cc 
66 
66 


divorce à menſa & toro, and as a releaſe from the vinculum 


externum, or outward bond yet nothing but adultery or 
death could diſſolye the vinculum internum, which” 8 
2}, oh . | | of | cre at S 


* 


361 

5 ried to others however ye may have been 

<« taught to abuſe the toleration of divorce 
on particular-occaſions—that all the caſes ' 

* which I have mentioned, touching men 

«. divorcing their wives and marrying others, 
thereby cauſing their unjuſtly-divorced 
« wives to marry other men—of men marry- 
ing divorced women —and divorced women 
„ marrying other men—this'1s. all contrary. 
to the law of marriage itſelf, as delivered 
to and pronounced by Apam, Gen. ii. 24. 
«4 as well as to the law of the ſeventh com- 
% mandment, delivered to Moſes, and by him 
« delivered to the people at Mount Sinai. 
In ſhort, theſe are only ſeveral * methods of 


created by the ſpecial command of Gon — they ſhall be ane 
D. Therefore, whenadivorced woman went away from 

her huſband, and married another man, ſhe committed an 
act of adultery in the eye of Gop ; but this diſſolved the fir 
contract, and made her the wife of the ſecond man; there-' 
fore, if this man put her away, the firſt huſband, of 
whom ſhe had been the &Toacauuwn, (ſee Luke xvi. 18.) 


could not take her again without committing adultery ;— 
for after her departure from him, under the 51/ of dives 

ment, ſhe had become, by the huſband's own act and 
deed, and by her act of adultery, another man's property, 
otherwiſe ſhe could not be ſuppoſed (ver. 2.) to become 
another man's wife. T he law therefore of Deut. xxiv. 1, 
&c. was: eſpecially made to prevent ſuch abominable 
traffic.—See the preceding note. N 1 
The reader may obſerve, that, in this, paraphraſe, 
I have endeavoured to lay before him every interpretation 
of the paſſage, which harmonizes with the meaning of 
the word QJ—adultery—as it is uſed in the Hebrew ſerip- 
ture; for it cannot be ſuppoſed. that CHRIST, who is 
king of the law of 44% ſhould call any thing 
adultery, but that which is ſo by that law. | 


« incurring 


1 

incurring the guilt. of adultery ; therefore 
all the /a/ves which your conſciences may 
* derive from your abuſe of Mofes's/ permiſ- 
*« ſton, with reſpect to Zille of divorcement, 
* however highly efteemed amongſt men, are 
% abommation in the figbt of God. Luke xyi. 
«© 15. —Here CuyRIsT puts the Phariſees to 
falence, by the very law which they had par- 
tially quoted, with the hope of enſnaring 
Him, and making Him appear as an enemy 
to the law of Mo/es. We do not read of any 
reply which they attempted to make: this 
would certainly not have been the caſe, had 
they underſtood him to have ſpoken agaipſt 
polygamy as adultery ; the Phariſees could have 
deſired nothing more to their purpoſe, of 
repreſenting Him as an enemy to Mofes, as 
there was not a ſingle paſſage in the whole /aw 
of Moſes to have ſupported Him againſt them 
on that point. They were ready enough, 
on other occaſions, . to call upon him for his 


EF] 
If the caſe of the man be ſo with bir wife, it in 


00d to marry—. e. If a man cannot get rid 
re of his wife when he pleafes, he had better 
5e not marry at all.” This coneluſion muſt 
have been made from their underſtanding 
CnR1sT to ſpeak of divorce, for it is totally 
forei 77 from the matter of polygany; — How 
could they poſſibly mean that a man had bet- 
ter have no wife at all, if he could not have 
more than one at once? It muſt likewiſe be 
ſuppoſed, that they did not miſunderſtand 
their Maſter, for if they had, He would 
doubtleſs have ſet them right in his reply 
(Matt. xix. 11, 12) and not have there 27 
what clearly ſhews them to have underſtood 
Him aright. 

Now let us confider Matt. xix. 9. ſtill 
more cloſely, taking it in connection with his 
ſubſequent explanation of it 70 the diſeiphes i in 
| the bouſs Mark x. 10, 11, 12. 

I fay unto you—Whoſcever ſhall put away 
bis wife—ua yapyoy ) ů and ſball marry 
another ; dp muſt here have a reference to 
the preceding ywana, which we render by 
the word wife — therefore yuvaua muſt be 
underſtood as following the word daayv, and 
this may be conſtrued in the ſenſe of axxorpav 
yuvama—another man's wife, i. e. 4 divorced 
woman. We find the word daays, ſo uſed, 
1 Cor. x. 29. do dM, GES. — Which we 
rightly tranſlate — another man's con 

The learned Werſtein takes dm in this ſenſe, 
in his note on Matt. xix. 9.— His words are 

— Ano] 7 fo fo Aera ab alio itidem viro 
| * 


1 
repudiatam vel ab illo divertentem, ut He- 
rodiams & Salome.—“ Another] that is an- 
*© other man's wife, who has been repudiated 
«© by him, or who has left her huſband ; as 
did Herodias and Salome.” He mentions. 


* Salome was ſiſter to Herod the Great. She is ſaid to 
have been the firſt woman who repudiated her huſband. 
Herodias left her husband Philip, and married the ſaid 
Philiy's brother, Herod Antipas ; for which John the 
Baptiſt ſeverely reproved him, ſaying—it is not Jawful for 

thee to have her. Matt. xiv, 4. F or ſaying this, he had a 
double authority. Firſt, as to the — 4 2 xviii. 16. 
Secondly, with regard to her being another man's wife, 
Lev. xx. 10. Herad's ſituation was juſt what our Lord 
condemns in the paſſage of Mark x. 11, 12. He had 
8 away his ff wife, who was the daughter of Aretas, 

ing of Arabia, that he might take his brother Philip's 
Wife, with whom he had fallen in love; and he did this 
at the requeſt of Herodias herſelf., This was putting 
a wayhis wife, and marrying d xxur, i. e. dAxo]pav, another 3, 
which was adultery ; as was Herodias's leaving her hus- 
band, and marrying Herod. All this (except the inceſt) 
fell directly under the condemnation of the divine law, 
as explained by CHRIST to the diſciples, and doubtleſs 
was meant by what he ſaid before, in the preſence of the 
multitude, to the Phariſees; and may ſerve as a proper 
Hluſtration of the doctrine of the divine law, as ſet forth 
by our LokD, with reſpect to unlawful, diverces, taking 
Au in the ſenſe of &AaAcTpray. | 

See alſo the caſe of Dru/illa, a daughter of Herod Agrip- 
pa, who forſook Azizus, king of Emeſa, and married Fe- 
lix—(ſee As xxiv. 24.) alſo of her two ſiſters.— Berenice, 
the eldeſt, left her huſband Polemon, king of Pontus, to go 
to others—and Mariamne, the youngeſt, was married to 
Archelaus, and forſook him to marry Demetrius, an Alex- 
andrian Few. Ant. Univ. Hiſt. vol. x. p. 643, and 
note E. | = | 

The above-mentioned women were of high rank and 
dignity ; but doubtleſs others practiſed the ſame, who 
were of too low a degree to be ſubjects of the bifforian's 
pen. 
afterwards 


| l | 
afterwards a difficulty he was under from this | 
interpretation of aaxy—as it ſeems to make A 
the text fay the ſame thing. * ruice over; | 
and on ex dur, Mark x. 11. he has the 
following note, which I will lay before the 11 
reader in Exgliſb, referring the learned to the 1 
original. —Againſt ber.] There are ſome | 
«© who interpret this to relate to the ſecond | 
« or latter wife, an whom the huſband might 
% commit adultery, properly ſo called; which 
« he cannot be ſaid to commit if he ſhould 
« marry a virgin, or a widow, but only by 
*« marrying a woman who had been in like 
% manner = unjuſtly) divorced by another 
man. But there is an Þ objection to this 
| 8 interpretation, 
* This objection is at an end, if the latter clauſe is to be 
left out, as in the Cambridge, and many other copies. 
See Mills and Meiſiein on Matt. xix. 9. 3 
+ Since the firſt edition of this book, I have conſidered 
very deeply this objection of Wetſtein's, as well as the 
ground on which it ſtands. He certainly, when writing 
on Mark x. 11, 12. had the clauſe of Matt. xix. 9. in 
his mind, inſomuch as to confound it with Mark x. 123 
but, on the moſt attentive conſideration, I cannot think, 
with St. Auſtin and others, that the latter clauſe of Matt. 
' XIX. . Viz. He that marrieth her that is put away com- 
mitteth adultery, has the leaſt en even taking the 
An in the former claufe in the ſenſe of aaadJpray—be- 
cauſe the whole verſe, taken together, is no other than a 
complete refutation of the Jeu doctrine of divorce for 
every cauſe, and a full eftabliſhment of the truth which 
CHkIsT is contending for—viz.—that no cauſe, but 
that of adultery in the wife, is any ground of divorce from 
the bond of marriage, ſo as to exempt the man who 
| ſhould marry her, living her huſband, from the crime of 
bee mart _ the whole will ſtand — 
_—=WWhoeſcever ſhall put away his wife (except for fornt- 
cation, which is the only thing ber can diffolve 85 
„ 6 | 1 contra 


Jnr. : 
** interpretation, which is, that by this 
% method of interpreting the paſſage, the 
5 n, | ien 
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contract) and ſhall marry another (yuraina, wife or woman 
unjuſtly divorced) committeth adultery (upon ſuch woman 
e au)y—Mark x. 11.) no unjuſt divorce diſſolving her 
contract with the man who put her away. 
Thus far the firſt clauſe—on which it might be ſup- 
poſed, that, as the firſt man had not only put away his 
wie by a bill of divorcement, but alfo'married another 
.druvorced zvoman, and by that committed adultery, ſuch 
an act releaſed the firſt woman entirely,from him, and 
therefore any other man might innocently take her to 
wife, as a woman divorced juſtly and entirely, the bond 
being vacated by the huſband's adultery. But our Lox n 
 weclares it to be otherwiſe ſettled by the law ; nothing 
but adultery in the wife could diſſolve the bond of marriage: 
therefore, the act of the huſband above mentioned, 9% 
not bring the wife into the ſtate of a ſingle woman, ſo as 
, ror ſhe. might marry again, living her huſband—where- 
ore CHRIST adds—that whoſo married a woman under 
Tuch circumſtances of unjuſt and invalid divorce.(@ToAe- 
:'Aujasnyy—that had been put away in this manner) commit- 
ted adultery, no act of the huſband's ſetting her free from 


This latter clauſe ſeems therefore as neceſſary as the 
former in order to elucidate the whole doctrine of di- 
varce, and to prove, that no one real cauſe or ground of 
it, ſo as to diſſolve a marriage, exiſted on the footing of 
the divine law, but fornication or aqultery in the” wife ; 
which appears alſo to be clearly laid down Matt, v. 32. 
with the ſpirit, and ſenſe of which ſcripture, this paſſage 
of Matt. xix. q. exactly harmonizess  _ an 
In this view of the matter, this ſcripture; ſo far from 
condemning, polygamy, rather eſtabliſhes it; otherwiſe a 

a 
r 


man's taking a ſecond woman, if ſuch taking was adultery 
-againft. the f wife, would ſet her free, and if ſo, a 


man who married her would not fin, for adultery is cer- 
- tainly a. releaſe, a-vinculo matrimonii, with reſpect to the 
party againſt whom it is committſqme. 
It may alſo be obſerved, that no poſſible caſe can be 
put of a man's actually committing adultery, but by, in- 
ITO | ee eee 


„ t een, N 
te ſame thing would be ſaid ice over, once 
* at this ver. 11, and again at ver.-12.” . ' 

Here I oannot help diſſenting from this 
learned and judicious man; for furely' a man's 
putting away bis wife, and marrying another 
divorced woman, and a wm = putting a 

| ber huſband, and marrying” another mam, are 
very different ideas. In both caſts adultery 
is committed, whether the woman be unjuſt- 
Iy put away from her huſband, or ſhe put 
Bherſelf away; but when we conſider, as in 
che caſe of Herodias and Salome, that this laſt Wi! 
was growing into a cuſtom for Sulame s ex- Wi | 
ample was ſoon followed by others, as | Foft- 1 
phus * writes—it was natural for C15 to | 11 
condemn this in as expreſs terme in one caſe as Vu 
in the other, zr being equally po te to 1 
the law of Gop, _ | 11 

The Jeu at this time had much intercoutſe 
with the Romans, Fudea having been long 
reduced to the ſituation of a Raman province, 
and no doubt, in the very corrupt ſtate in 
which the Jews univerſally were, the Roman 
manners eaſily inſinuated themſelves among 14 

the Jeuiſb women. See before, p. 364. n. | i 
ll} 
| 


er 


———— 5 


— 


— — P 
— — — K—— 


a 


Divorces: though alleen, one] 95 in Fame, 


"tereours with the.wife of anither ; for which Fan it is 
a ſoleciſm to talk of his committing. aduſtery upon or againſt | 
his own wife,” in any other ſenſe, than by cauſang, _temptr- 


ple 8. 8 on her to commit it, whi þ ia he Sus 
pur Matty, . ; 
; See Ant. niv. 5 vol. ii iu. p. 1407 3 af the' bottom 


of the note, | 
were 
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were never put in PR till about the year 
of Rome 5 20, which was before CHRIST 229 
years, in the caſe of Carvilius Ruga, who di- 
vorced his wife becauſe ſhe was barren; after 
which they became ſcandalouſly frequent, 
as a corruption of manners prevailed in the 
republic, till the Roman women grew as licen- 
tious in leaving their huſbands, as the huſ- 
bands were in putting them away.—W hat 
was the character of the Roman ladies in this 
reſpect, we may learn from Juvenal *, who 
wrote not many years after this time. In 
Sat. vi. he is diſſuading his friend Ur/dius 
- Poſthumus from marriage, by ſetting before 
him the monſtrous practices of the Roman 
women, one of which was, leaving their huſ- 
bands, and marrying other men. 

Speaking of their imperiouſneſs, he fays, 
their grand argument, in all diſputes with 
their huſbands, was W 


: Hoc volo—ſic jubeo, fit pro ratione voluntas. 
Imperat ergo viro :—— I, 222. 
Then he proceeds 


— 


“ S8o from Seneca, who ſays - Who is now aſhamed 
of breaking the nuptial union, when ſo many ladies of 
& eminence and quality reckon. their years not by the 
„ number of , but of huſbands; and are divorced 
<« in hopes of marrying, and marry in hopes of being di- 
* yorced.” De Benef. Lib. iii. c. 16. 
„ obſerves, Lib. vi. c. 1. § 15. that the bor- 
rowing and lending of wives among the Romans, is a 
practice much talked of by authors. 4 


Ss 
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— — $d mox hc regna relinquĩit 
Permutatque domos, & flamea conterit. Inde 

Avolat, & ſpreti repetit veſtigia lecti. 1 4 
Ornatos paulo ante fores, pendentia linquit 
Vela domus, & adhuc virides in limine ramos. 
Sic creſcit numerus, ſic fiunt oo mariti TE. 
Quinque per autumnos; titulo res digna ſepulchri. 
& So will I have it ſo command I ſtill, 
« And yield no reaſon but my foy'reign will.“ 
Then the imperious wanton leaves her ſpouſe, 0 


From man to man ſhe flies, from houſe to houſe, 
Forgetful of her bride's attire, and bridal vows. 
Again t ſhe ſeeks her firſt-deſerted man, 5 
And, in five years, eight huſbands crown her plan. — 
Pity, but ſuch atchievments ſhould be' known, | 
Engrav'd on braſs or monumental ſtone ! 


* 


* Permiutatque domos] Ab uno viro ad alium aliumque 
tranſiens.— Going from one huſband to another and another. 


Lud. Prateus. 


+ This line proves that they did not wait for their 


huſbands? death to marry others, as does the next: for 


they can hardly be ſuppoſed to bury ſeven huſbands in 
Ovid, who lived a little earlier than Fuvenal, cenſures 
the man who makes a ſcruple of his wife's going to others, 
as unacquainted with true politeneſs, | „ 
Kuſticus eft nimium quem lædit adultera conj ux, 
Et xoros MORES, non ſatis urbis habet. 
He that won't lend his wife's an awkward clown, 
Unſkill'd in the #nown faſhion of the town. 
Martial, cotemporary with Fuvenal,. has an epigram 
which ſhews the liberties which were taken by a Roman 
lady. 1 ; 


Machum GELLIA non habet niſtunum, 
Turpe eft hoc magis, uxor eft duorum. 
One ſpark ſerves honeſt Gellia at a time, 
But her two huſbands are a fouler crime. 
Martial vi. 7. ſpeaks of a woman not above thirty 
years of age, who had been married to ten different men. 
Aut minus, aut certe non plus iriceſima lux eft, 
Et nubit decim jam T HELESINA viro. 
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That this was a common practice, | appears | 


from I. 45, &c. 


Quid quod & antiquis uxor de moribus illi . 
Quæritur? O medici] mediam pretundite venam ! 


elicias hominis! Tarpeium limen adora 


Pronus, & auratam Junoni cæde Juvencam ; 


Si tibi contigerit capitis matrona pudici. 


And try to bring him to himſelf again. 


What ſhall I fay to him who ſeeks a wife 


Of antient manners, uncorrupt of life? | 
Surely he's mad come, Doctor, breathe a vein, 


But if, by chance, a woman could be found 


Modeſt and chaſte, through all the empire round, 


Thrice happy mortal !—to thy deſtin'd bed 


Let her, with thanks to all the Gods, be led. | 


In ſhort, ſuch was the profligacy of the 


Roman women, that if one could be found 
fit for his friend to marry, he would call her 
a Phænix as we ſay: CO 


Rara avis in terris nigroque fimillima eygno. 


But to return to Werftern.—** Others un- 


e derſtand this er' duryy of the firſt wife, to 


«c 
cc 
ce 
cc 
cc 
cc 
. 
ce 
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whom the huſband might by his unjuſt 
divorce give occaſion of committing adul- 
tery, or of flying to a ſecond or adulterous 
marriage: but Theſe do not explain what 
thoſe words—and ſhall marry another are 
to the purpoſe ; ſince the divorced woman 
would be equally in danger of committing 
adultery, whether the huſband who put her 
away, marries another or not. This diffi- 
culty came into my mind at Matt. xix. 9 ; 

2 b — but 


„„ ; 
te but on conſidering the matter again, T do 
te not think thoſe words ſuperfluous, but ſo 
*© to cohere with the reſt of the ſentence, as 
© to denote, that though the anjuſt divorce 
* was the occaſion of the divorced wife's 
oy roy 6 yet the huſband's /econd marriage 
*© was the occafion of the divorce. For ex- 
„ ample—Ifa man, having met with another 
re woman, who pleaſed him better than his 
* wife, ſhould, in order to enjoy the other, 
N. gi ve his wife a b:/] of drvercement, and grant 
ce her liberty to marry any body elſe, whom 
e the choſe, would this be any thing elſe 
* than to expoſe her to an adulterer, and to 
te commit the crime of pimping ?”* So the 
Roman * laws“ To act the part of a pimp, is 
Ps LE 10% ind 
o J/et/tein remarks; on the title of St. Mart's goſpel; 
that St. Mark wrote his goſpel at Rome—Hetftein ſays 
farther, In doctrina de divortio manifeflt ad jus Romanum 
reſpicit. In the doctrine concerning divorce; he ma- 
&© nifeſtly had reſpect to the law of the Romans.” 
In the latter part of Weiſtein's note on Mark x. 12. 
p. 60g, col. 2. he ſays— Ex eo quod CHRIS Ts de wiris 
uxores 4; =p eee lixerut, Marcus infert—multo ſce- 
leftias eſſe, fi mulier virum deferat. Quod & Roma- 
nis, quibus Marcus ſcripſit, licitum, & tum temporis, 
licentia ſupra modum graſſante, familiare erat, poſt- 
quam Meſſalina Claudii Imperatoris uxor, Claudio vi - 
vente, filio publicè nupſerat, & ipſe Clatdius Octa- 
viam Czſaris filiam L. Silano a patre ex ore Ne- 
voni collocaverat. Tacit Annal. xi. 27. Xii. 3. 9. 
From that which CHRIST had ſaid concerning men 
< repudiating their wives, Mark infers, tat it was by 
far more wicked for a woman to leave her huſband.“ 
+ This I do not ſee is deducible from the words of the 
 Evanyelift'; however Weiſtein proceeds — | | 
| 4 Ah was permitted by the Nomen, to whom 
„Mari wrote, and at that time (licentiou ſnefs fpread- 
| b 2 wg 
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“ not leſs a crime than to make a gain by 
“ proſtituting the body.—He who makes a 
e gain of the adultery of his wife, whatever 
« his rank or condition be, is puniſhed as an 
C adulterer._—If a man, in order to defame his 
wife, ſhall put an adulterer in his place, 
ce both the huſband and wife ſhall, by law, be 
* adjudged guilty of the crime of adu/tery.” 
By all this it appears, that nothing kept 
this learned man from thinking, with thoſe 
firſt mentioned, that the #7 dur relates to 
the ſecond wife, (who, to make the man guilty 
of adultery, muſt be a divorced: woman) but 
his ſuppoſing, that in this view the ſame 
matter is repeated Zwice over, which it cer- 
tainly is not. See before, p. . . This 
makes him alſo, on ſecond thoughts, differ from 
his own note on Matt. xix. g. and take the 
poiyarai, Mark x. 11. in the ſenſe of the He- 
brew * Hiphil conjugation, as cauſing her to 
commit 


“ ing beyond meaſure) was a familiar _ after 
hs A alina, the wife of the Emperor Claudius, had 
<< publicly married Silius, in Claudius's life-time, and 
Claudius himſelf had married Octavia, the daughter 
of Cæſar, to Nero, who had been betrothed by her 
„father to L. Silanus. 3 5 7 
All this may certainly account for St. Hart's record- 
ing what our Lord ſaid to the diſciples in the houſe, 
touching women putting away their huſbands, and being 
married to other men, which is omitted in Matthew. 
2 Meœchatur] i. e. Meœchari facit illam, nempe 
te priorem a ſe miſſam. ex collat. Matt. v. 32. Facere 
cc rectẽ dicitur qui facto cauſam præbet. Et mos eſt 
* Helleniſtarum verba forme Hipbhil per activa exprime- 
„ re, ut Rom. viii, 26. Gal. iv. 6. Pole Synop. in 
&« Matt. xix. 9.” 
«© Committeth 


| L 93:5 
commit adultery, and ſo the huſbind, by cau/img 


Ber to do it, is particeps criminis, as an acceſſa 
before the fact, and may be faid himſelf to 
commit it; as a man who hires, or cauſes an- 
other to commit a murder, is himſelf “ guilty 
of murder ;—as David, 2 Sam. xii. 9 1 rad 
I Kings xxi. 19. e Dads tos 
This interpretation is not new; for Vet- 
ein, on Matt. xix. 9. mentions ſome copies, 
in which for poryara—committeth adultery, is 
rede duTyv poryedbyvai—cauſeth ber to com- 
mit adultery ; and in one—payarai—rer iv 
auaynate worgelyva—commttethadultery ; that 
is, compels her to commit adultery. - I will con- 
clude this point with obſerving, that, in all 
this, there is not the leaſt hint or glance at 


n * 


* Committeth adultery] that is, maketh her to com- 
© mit adultery, to wit, the former wife which he ſent 
„ away from him; comp. Matt. v. 32. He is rightly 
«© faid to'do it, who occafions it to be done. It is the 
«<< cuſtom of the Hellenifts,” (Fews, who ſpake or wrote 
in Greek) to expreſs words of the form Hiphil by ac- 
<« tive verbs.“ As Rom. viii. 26. where the SpIRIT's 
making interceſſion for us, is His cauſing us to pray in a 
right manner for ourſelves; juſt as His crying Abba, 
Father, (Gal. iv. 6.) is His enabling us ſo tocry. Ac- 
cordingly the apo/file, Rom. viii. 15, (| of Him as 
the Spirit of adoption, whereby we cry, Alba, Father. See 
Guyſe Paraph. on Rom. viii. 26. and note, - | 

Many exemplifications of this doctrine, as very ſen- 
ſibly and properly adopted into the law of England, ap- 
peariin our Jaw-books ; but in none more clearly, than 
in the cafe of Lord Audley, who was indicted for a rape 
on his own wife, he holding her while another raviſbed 
her; — he was convidted—and executed. He was likewiſe 
as evidently guilty of adultery, as the raviſber himſelf 

was. See State Try. vol. z. e 


B b 3 pohgany. 
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ue er as condemned, or even mentioned, in 
texts. | 
The learned Grotius, wha I have men- 
tioned and quoted, at the beginning of this 
chapter, as 8 a nc law of CHRIST 
on the ſub ject of polygamy, „ afterwards 


is opinion, (ſee note, on 
Grot. de Jure, lib. ii. c. 5. § 9.) © as is 
«« plain from his annotations on Matt. V. 32. 
« where he ſhews, that in that place, and 


*© other like paſſages of the golj - palyg 
« is. not —— but only the —_ of 


* divorce, from whatever cauſe it proceeds. 


« Hence (adds Barbeyrac) in that excellent 


* little work—De Yerit. Relig. Chrift.——he | 


* only ſays—* The Chriſtians follow the 
* uſage of the * Germans and Romans, who 


©, were 


— 


* Crotius, in the paſſage here a 21 doth not 
quote Tacitus fairly, whoſe words are—** e illis 
„ matrimonia. Nam ſoli prope barbarorum fingulis 
t uxoribus contenti, exceptis admodum paucis, qui non 
„ libidine, fed ob nobilitatem, pluribus ambiuntur 
„e nuptiis.” Which proves, that the Germans were, in 


| degree at leaſt, polygami/ts, On voit par les defmieres 


ales, que, quoigue cela fut rare parmi eux, il y en avoit 
Jones 2 & gat ; * . Cetoit plutit uns mode, 
gu une choſe regardie comme illicite. Barbeyrac on Grot. 
de Jure, lib. ii. c. 5. note 12. Fr. tranf. One ſees, 
dy the laſt words, that though polygamy was rare among 
the Germans, there were. however examples of it; ſa 
that its rarzy rather aroſe from 22 than from its 
t+. heing looked upon as unlawful.” As ta the Romans, 
they were alſo palygami/?s ; for though they lived hut with 


| we, who was called wrer, a wife; yet their liberta, and 


ancillæ or ſerve, with whom they alſo n 
amounted to the ſame in point of fact. N 


Suct, 
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ware content with ane wie. Lib. ! 8.4 1 3 3 
% and in the note there introduced, he on 
refers to 1 Cor. Vi. 4. This text, 0 
the verſes precedin g it, we have very nr 
conſidered in the /oft chapter. 
Since the firſt Edition of this work was 
publiſhed, J had a S0 put into my hands, 
the title page of which announces its being 
written on a popular occaſion, that is to ſay, 
* the affair of Lord Grofvencr's action 
ec « againſt the D. of C.“ This book is en- 
titled, ** Free Thoughts on Seduction, Adul- 
„ fery, and Divorce. The author ſtyles 
himſelf a Civilian, and, by many parts of 
the book, ſeems to be an adept in his pro- 
feſſion. His remarks are — — obſer- 
vations ſbre wd. There are ſome things in 
which he may be thought to have go Bo ne too 
far; but — is a ſtricture on the ſubject of 
eben, as vulgarly ſuppoſed to be pro- 
ited by ouR Savibux, Matt. Xix. 9. 
which I wil inſert here, juſt as I find it, 
aal, it to my readers to make their own 
remarks upon it. „„ 


* It is indeed retended, that the ſtrictnefs 
«© of conjugal diſcipline, ee to be re- 
yy * row by the apg/tle, is FoRternes by 


e in E F. Caf. ſaith—that « pits a n by 
„„ which every man, for the ſake of propagating chil- 
1 dren, might marry as many wives as he pleaſed. 5 
1. Antony had two wives at the fame time. 80 had 
Craſfics, and doubtleſs many wy whoſe names. have 


not reached us. | 
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our SAVIOUR himſelf ; who is conceived 


alſo to have prohibited a man's having 
more than one wife, as well as- a ec 8 hay- 
ing more than one huſband. 
«* But this ſuppoſition is groundleſs : : for, 
as I before obſerved, from our Saviour's 
own words, He came not to deſtroy the law 
or the prophets, but to fulfil them.” mow 
under the law, polygamy was allowed; 
plainly appears not only from pradiite but 
precept *. 
4 In ſayin g. * Thou ſhalt not commit adut- 
* tery,' the law did not ſay—rhou alt not 
have more than one wife ; as it does when, 
reſpecting idolatry, it lays, * Thou ſhalt have 
* no other gods but me.” It is ſaid, © Thou 
att not lie with another man's wie; it 
at not ſay—* Thou ſhalt not lie with as many 
* wives as thou wilt of thy own.” On the con- 
, it appears to have been i 


It were taking up the reader's time to little pur- 


poſe, to prove what is ſo generally known; the learned 
Selden, in his Uxor Ebraica, ſhews fully that a lura- 
lity of wives was not only allowed of among the He- 
brews, but amongſt almoſt all other nations, and in 
all ages. In the Eaſt it was almoſt univerſal, as it 


remains at this day. The ancient Romans indeed did 


not practiſe it, though-it was not prohibited. Marge 
Anthony, I think, was the firſt who led the faſhion of 
having two wives. This faſhion laſted between three 
and four hundred years, when it was prohibited h 
Expreſs law, under the reign of Theods Jus. The Em- 
peror Valentinian however permitted it in a fuller ex- 


tent; nor did the Chriſtian Biſhops of theſe times 
make any oppoſition to this reintroduction of polyga my. 
FJuſtinian and the latter councils put a ſtop to it. 


«« permitted 


18 


** permitted to have #2p0.or more. If a man | 
«© © have ro wives, one beloved and another 
* © hated, &c. Deut. xxi. 15. And again, 
„% 2 Sam. xii. 8, the prophet Nathan, re- 
” proaching David, fays, © —Thus ſaith the 
4 © Loxp Gop, I gave thee thy maſter's 
* © houſe and thy maſter s wives into thy 
& 5 boſom.” 
1 Tn is true that, after the world became 
© to be ſomewhat populous, and perhaps 
" ſome communities ap * y too nu- 
* merous for the land ihe poſſeſſed, the 
« practice of polygamy TW Trohibired by 
0 the civil magiſtrate, 23 the political ends of 

bie 

"a6 WY Mok to the laws: of Juſtinian, it 
* was not /awful to have to wives at a time, 
* nor even a concubine with a wife, The 
*© canons of the church alſo confirm this pro- 
** hibition, under pretence of its being 
% founded on the words of our Saviour, in 
His 3 4 to the Pharj 12 But if we 


24 There 2 are n indeed, ak have. Jahotred to 
* prove, that polygamy does not tend to population. But, 
. Rowbver E N they have argued, they have 
£* contradicted all the experience both of ancient and 
* modern times. If there are ſome countries, in which 
« at this day polygamy is allowed, and yet they arg not 
*© more * e than others where it is prohibited, the 
«« fact may be accounted for, by various oth reaſons. 
The deſolation, occaſioned by the pl wars, fa- 

t mine; and licentiouſneſs of thoſe 12 would pro- 

ce bably have long ſince 2 tirely, had 
turn 


1 not polygamy been alloy _ 


66 


6 


cc 


cc 


cc 


7 } 
„ turn to the text, we ſhall find that- no ſuch 
prohibition is there either Expreſſed or 
fl Aaplied | 
ad” unto vou,  Whoſoever ſhall put away 


his wife, except for farnication, and ſhall 
marry another, committeth adultery. Matt. 
xix. 9. 


46 Very true, but if, without putting away 
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( 
Fe 


his wife, he marry another, (as Tu the caſe 

with Jacob; when, after marr 13 

he married alſo her ſiſter Rachel} i 3 not 
aÞp ir that he would commit — 

Tk is the putting away the firſt 32 only, 


4 35 made the marrying a ſecond, adul- 


tery. Nor is even this a direct commiſſion 
of that fin, but an indired one; as ſuch 


diſmiſſion of the firſt would naturally tend 
to make her form a connection with ſome 


erben man; which would be direct adultery. 
This is plain from the words, in which 
the ſame prohibition is expreſſed in another 
place, by the ſame Evangeliſt, I ſay unto 

* you, that whoſoever ſhall put away his wife, 


© ſaving for the cauſe of fornication, cguſeth 


© ber 70 commit adultery,” Matt. v. 32. 


It is true that ſome of our moſt learned 


divines have been of opinion, that the adul- 
tery lay in marrying the ſecond wife, and 
not in the putting away of the fir. But in 
this they have ſhewn themſelves to be 
better canoniſts than caſur its. Even Biſhop 
Coſens lays, it is not the diſmiſſion of is 
ck wife that f 18 adulterous. but the mar- 
gung 


Q 


2 


60 
b 
3 
ce 
56 


co 
* me 
60 
= 
PI 


ew f 
pin af this But this is clearly a 
miſtake; not only, becauſe polygamy. was 
allowed at the time when our SAYIOUR'S | 


inn Noth, reſpecting a man's putting 
away his wife, was promulgutey!; but be- 


cauſe the contrary appears on the very face 


of the text. 
«© The Phariſees did not alk Feſus about 
the Jawfulneſs of a plurality of wives; but 
though he ar putting away their wives : and 
he red them in a fuller man- 


ner — they ſeemed to require, he can- 
not be need ta miſtake the full drift 


4. 


and ſenſe of their query. 


The queſtion was, Is it lawful for a 


56 
ce 
«6 
40 
44 
C0 
Fe 
cc 
Ce 
ce 


© man to ut away his OR TL 
The reply is, Whoſoever ſhall put aw 
Bit wzfe, except for fornication (and hal 


* marry another } committeth adultery. 15 at 


is, indirectly, by depriving her o the pro- 


tection of a I buband, and reducing her to 


the neceſſity of accepting that of ſome 
other man ; agreeable to the words of the 
text before quoted, cauſeth her to commit 
adultery. 

« Our Saviour indeed goes farther, and 


explains his meaning diſtinctly, in adding, 
And whoſo marrieth her which is put away, 


dath. commit adultery. But how ſo, unleſs 


_ the criminality depended on the incapacity 


of the firſt huſband to Fut her away ? This 


indeed made it adultery in the man marry- 


ing a woman thus W divorced, be- 
e cauſe 


* manner of the Hebrews,” - 


[ 380 J 
« cauſe ſhe was ſtill the firſt man's wife, and 
*«* "ROC lawfully ſeparated *. 8 | 


That this was certainly the meaning of 5 
* our Saviour, cannot be doubted. Moſes, 


5 ſays he, becauſe of the hardneſs of your hearts, 
% ſuffered you to put away your wives. Or 
ce rather, as the tranſlators have more properly 
« expreſſed it in Mark x. 5. for the hardneſs 
* : of your heart. FFC 

« A mere Engliſb reader might, from the 


« former expreſſion of Matthew, take occa- . 


« ſion to ſay, that the term iver in the plu- 


ral, is no more applicable to the individual 


*« than that of Hearts; and that the former 


6 The legality of the divorce appears evidently to 


% depend on the fornication on the part of the woman, 


« which ipſo facto diſſolved the marriage; or, what 


«© amounted to the ſame thing, gave the huſband a right 
*© todo it at pleaſure, by giving his bill of divorce ; and 
& this ſeems to be particularly expreſſed in reply to the 
„ queſtion, © Whether a man might put away his wife for 
« © every cauſe 7” and alſo to the additional queſtion, 
My then did Moſes command, to give a writing of di- 
$6 vorcement, and to put her away ; i. e. for every, or 
any cauſe ?*—It is this circumſtance, viz. the: fa- 
« cility of men's divorcing their wives at pleaſure, that 
accounts for the non-uſage of polygamy in countries 
*© where it was allowed by law. It has been already 
© obſerved, that the ancient Romans did not indulge 
<< themſelves in polygamy, though permitted; but this 
<© was for a good reaſon : they * not to have 
© fru wives in the houſe at the ſame time, and therefore 
& repudiated one before they took another; and this 


„ they did as often as they pleaſed, with no other for- 


« mality than that of ſending a meſlage to the wife by 
* a ſlave, giving notice of their intentions, after the 


c word, 


— 


* word, as well as the latter, muſt be meant 
© of their wives collectiveiy, and not of the 


„ 207ves of each ſeverally: but the original is 


in both places the ſame —II po Ty onaype- 
*© napoixy vuwy—Beza has it—pro duritia cor- 
dis veſtri—for your hardneſs of heart, in the 
«« /ingular number; but it is dimittere uxo- 
res veſiras==put away your ves, in the 
« plural, conformable to the original. 

„ That this is the true ſenſe of the text, 
« is farther confirmed by the remark which 
„the diſciples of Jeſus made on it, in the 
*  {ucceeding verſe.  - 

It runs in the vulgar tranſlation thus: 
Tf the caſe of the man be ſo with bis wife, it 
% 7s good not to marry. 

« But the verſion is here alſo palpably 
« defective. By the man, may be miſtaken- 

« ly underſtood, a particular huſband ; and by 
« his woe, may in like manner be underſtood 
« his /o/e and only wife; but the word bis, is 
«« foiſted into the text; it is indeed uſually 
« printed in 1a/ics, to denote the znterpola- 


0 


« tion. This prohibition is expreſſed, on 


« the contrary, in the moſt general terms. 
« Si tale eft hominis negotium cum uxore, lays 


« Beza: conformable to the originale. 


3 BTW eg N GUTIO TE avlowne METH rue yu, 
“ not the particular caſe between a- one 


«© husband and his ſole ift; but the matri- 


% monial commerce /negotium} between the 
« ſexes in general; or, as Vaſer explains 
« it, the condition or. relative fituation 


2 
— A „ 
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te of a 1 reſpetting his wier Si ed 


re ' of conditio viri, &c. 
ee If any other ar ment were nectffary 

*« to eſtabliſh the ſenſe of this reply, which 
2 Gur Saviour gave to the defi igning Phariſees; 
be perhaps ſome confirmation of it may be 
* drawn from the queſtion, put to him 
re by the Sadducees, with a deſign, equally 
finiſter, 

7 4 8 ſay they (ſuccelſively) married 
re ſeven huſbands, At the reſurrection whoſe 
* 41 The af Ni be ?—Fad a (pod of wives 


«© not been permitted by 


e divine lau, it 


© would have better bers their end, if 


* they had propoſed the ſame problem, with 
« a change of terms; and aſked him, if a 
© man had ſucceſſively ſeven wives, to which 
& of them, at the reſurrection, would the 
& huſband belong?“ 

In juſtice to our author, 1 outttot conclude 
my quotations from hitn, without giving, in 


his own words, the caveat which he enters, 


: againſt the practice of Poygany: — But I 
am not pleading either for the piety or 


« morality of polygamy. Under the ban 


«© diſpenſation, and in times like thefe, I 
e conceive one wife to be enough, if not 700 
nuch, for any one man. Add to this, that, 
% whether it be contrary to the law of 'Gop 


or not, it is expreſsly contrary to that of 


e man; being forbidden in England by the 
e written laws of the land. Our author 


might have 3 this part of His urgu- 


ment , 


Vp 
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ment, by adding, ** and by the Canes of the 


* Church Nome. 


To all the weight of evidence Which hab 


been produced agaĩnſt the notion of Cur1sT's 
introducing a new lau, either with reſpect 


to polygamy, or any * age I will add one 


more teſtimony, and ſuch a one as muſt carry 
its own conviction with it, even into the 
boſom of prejudice itſelf. Let us hear our 


Loxp Himſelf, Luke xvi. 18. Whoſoever” 


putteth away his wife, and marrieth | another, 
(* erepay) committeth adultery ; und whoſoever 


On conſidering all that has been faid, on Mart. 
xix. q. Mark x. 11. and here on Duke xvi. 18, Id 
conclude, that if the porxalarcommitteth adultery be 
underſtood with reſpect to the ſecond- taken wife then 
the A and h muſt ſignify, that ſhe was à married 
or unju/tly-divorted woman; for the marriage of u/mard 
or a widow was never made adultery bythe iat, under an 
circumſtances whatſoever of precontratt on the man's fide. 

Tf woryeTe: be underſtood with reference to the 7. 
wife, whom the man had divorced in order to take wrther ; 
and if in this ſenfe we are to underſtand the's# uiſm, 
Mark x. 11, i. e. with reference to the fir/t wife ;—we 
muſt then conſtrue 'porye)er by Matt. v. 32, and fup- 
poſe the man an adulterer, in the fame ſenſe as an accef- 
ſary before the fact to a murder, is a murderer, by cuuſm 
another to commit it. 3 3 

The argument which has deen ufually drawn from 
Matt. xix. 9. by many learned men, is as follows: If 


it be aduſtery for a man to marty a ſecond woman after | 


ec he has put away the firſt, it is not Teſs 7dulteryto murxy 
e a /tcon! "Wiſe de ralf the MERIT tn nn 


4 5 ure ſeveral faults A ner HEY 
1. Petitio principii, or taking thut for 
2. Uſing che word aduliery in a” ſenſe not watranted 
by. the word nN —adulrery in tlie Hebrew ſcriptute, 
where it only ſignifies the defilement of a married woman. 


3. A 


ranted which is 


s % 5 
I < * 


—— or” 5 
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marrieth her that has been put away (aries 
avuery) from her buſband, committeth adultery. 
This, ſay ſome, is CuRIsT's ©* ew law, by 
«© which He forbad polygamy, which was 
6 allowed under the Old Teftament.” —As 
to the meaning of the words themſelves, 
as they are much the ſame as in Matt. xix. . 
I will not repeat what has already been ob- 
ſerved on that place; but as to their conſti- 
tuting ſome neu lau, we have CHRIST's own 
authority to ſay they do not for obſerve the 
preface at ver. 17. with which our Lox n in- 
troduces them, wherein He Hiniſelf gives us 
to underſtand, that, what He Here ſays, and 
of courſe what He ſays elſewhere to the ſame 
purpoſe, is grounded upon σ lau of the Old 

Teftament. It is eafier for heaven and earth 
to paſs, than one tittle of the law to fail. 
Having introduced what He ſays, ver. 18. 
with this poſitive aſſertion touching the ſta- 
bility, unchangeableneſs, and perpetual obli- 
gation of he lau, we muſt, to be conſiſtent 


3. A non ſequitur, or concluſion which does not follow 
from the premiſes, unleſs, divorcing the firſt wife, and 
retaining her, ſignify one and the ſame thing. | 

4. A contradiction of the law of Moſes—an inconſiſ- 
tency with the antient laws of the Jews as recorded in 
the Pentateuch. | | 
. 5. A rendering the words He that putteth away his wife, 
which occur uniformly in Matt. v. 32. Matt. xix. . 
Mark x. 11. Luke xvi. 18.—which are all the texts on the 
ſubject— mere ſurpluſage and totally inſignificant. 
„6. The mention of the putting away, keeps the whole 
_— in dire& agreement with the regen alked—viz. 
Ils it lawful for a man to put away his wife for every 
cauſe wich the other view of the text has nothing to 
do with. | 1 5 5 5 

ourſelves, 
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ourſelves, or to make Him conſiſtent, con- 


ſtrue what He ſays, as grounded upon tbat 
law, which e lays down as the foun- 
dation on which 

no other than the /aw of, Gop. as * delivered 
by Moſes ; what that condemned, CHRIST con- 


demned on its authority ; but had He con- 


demned what that a/lawed, or had He allowed 


what that condemned, there was an end of 


that law, and more than a tittlè of it muſt be 


ſaid to fail—neouy—to fall—periſh, and be 
3 * 

a ſhort view of the context :—ver. 16. the 
law and the prophets were until Fobn: fince 
that time, the kingdom of GoD is preached, an 
every man preſſeth into it. | 
As if our Lox D had ſaid: Till the com- 
ing of John the Baptiſt which was fore- 


A ftrong and ſtriking obſervation might here be 
made=— viz. that at the time CHRIST held this diſcourſe 
with the r the whole law of Moſes was in its full 
force, even the CEREMONIAL LAW ztſelf; to which 
CHRIST was ſubject, and which He obſerved, from the 
hour of His circumciſion to His 2 ſupper, when He ate 
the paſſo ver with His diſciples. Luke xxii. 15. Nor did 
this law vaniſh away, till it had its full accompliſh- 
ment in the death, reſurrection, and aſcenſion of the 
great and glorious antitype; when, having made peace 

through the Fed of His croſs, Col. i. 20, He entered in once 
into the HOLY PLACE, having obtained eternal redemption 

ug. Heb. ix. 12. From whence it follows, that during 
CRIST's miniſtry on earth, no part of the law of 


Mosxs could, conſiſtently with the character which 


oux Loxp ſuſtained, be altered in a ſingle jot or tittle — 
for He came not to deſtroy the law, but te fulfil it—this 
could not be, if he revoked. or altered, but more eſpecially 
if he oppoſed, any part of it. 1 


e ſpake. This can be 


It may be worth our while to take 


5 ” 
- 
1 S — 


„ 


« told, If. xl. 3. Mal. iii. 1. ye were under 


the teachings of the ga and propberical 
diſpenſation; but ſince Fohn's coming, that 
goſpel, which was prefigured by the cere- 
monial and typical rites of the Mo/arc 
diſpenſation, and foretold for ages together 
by the prophets, is now openly declared. 
This is not confined, as the others were, 
to the Fews only; but multitudes of per- 
ſons, of what nation or character ſoever, 
even publicans and finners of the Gentiles, 
ſenſible of their fin and miſery, ſhall be 
invited to partake of its bleſſings, and will 


eagerly preſs for an intereſt in them, though 


they be no obſervers of the rites and cere- 
monies of the law. 85 


And yet the law is not hereby made 


void; the prophecies, types, and ſhadows 
of the Old Teſtament, are fully accom- 
pliſhed ; the moral law is honoured and 
confirmed, its precepts explained, and all 


its commandments eſtabliſhed as a law of 
My kingdom, as an eternal and unchange- 


able rule of life to all My ſubjects. There- 
fore think not that I came to deftroy the law 
(1araavoa, Matt. v. 17.) to diſſobve it, or 
looſen men from any of its obligations in 
point of obedience—1? it egſier for heaven 


and earth to paſs, than one tittle. of the law 


to fail—therefore, however you may have 
been taught to make it void by your tradi- 
tions, and eſpecially with regard to your 
treatment of your wrves, by which you 


are daily violating the /aw of marriage, in 


« the 
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s the unjuſt and ſcandalous divorcements, 
* which your rabbies have taught you to 
*« abuſe to the purpoſes of licentiouſneſs and 
<<-cruelty, yet the law of God changeth not, 
eit. is the fame now as in the days of Adam; 
and therefore—whoever puts away Bit wife 
e unjuſtly, breaks the law which commands 
«© him to cleave to her, and puts gſunder what 
« Gop hath joined together—and if this be 
« done in order to marry one you like better, 
«© and under ſuch circumſtances of provoca- 
* tion, as force the wife you put away to 
« marry another man, ſhe certainly fins againſt 
* the ſeventh commandment, as does the 
* man who takes her; but yet the guilt of 
* adultery is not confined to them, but lights 
© upon you alſo, who, by your unlawful 
* treatment of your wife, in putting ber away 
„ unjuſtly, cauſed ber to commit it | (ſee 
« Matt. v. 32.) You are therefore anſwerahle 
e before Gop as an adulterer; for there is 
* no difference, in the eye of His law, be- 
* tween the perpetrator of a crime, and the 

© inſtigator and promoter of it. 
In the above paraphraſe on the context, I 
have endeavoured to take in the whole ſenſe of 
the paſſage, as agreeable 70, and reconcileable 
with, the law of the Old Teſtament; for it 
was certainly by this, that our LorD regu- 
lated all His #houghts, words, and actions, on 
ery ſubject, and upon every occaſion, as 
wall as 2 — of what He ſaid, 
Luke xvi. 18. 5 
1 „ Had 
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Had CRHRISH been to have introduced a 
new law, it muſt have appeared ſomewhere 
in His * commiſſion: we have ſeveral tranſcripts 
of this, relative to all His * but not a 
ſingle clauſe is there in any of them to + that 
purpoſe. 
His commiſſion as a prieſt appears in ſeveral 

+. © "4... Darts 


In Deut. xviii. 18, 19. it is ſaid I will raiſe them up 
a PROPHET from among their brethren, like unto thee, and 
I will put my woRDs in His mouth, and He fhall ſpeak 
unto them ALL THAT I SHALL coMNMANDY Him, And 
it ſhall come to 575 that whoſoever will not hearken unto MY 
WORDS, which Fe ſhall ſpeak I MY NAME, Iwill require 
it of him. And, ver. 15. The Lord thy God will raiſe. 
up unto thee a PROPHET in the midſt of thee, of thy brethren, | 
like unto me; unto Him ye ſhall hegarken. This general 
account of CHRIST's miſſion as a Prophet, ſeems to mili- 
tate againſt 3 idea of His ſetting up a new law of His 
own, Had He done this, He had not been /ike Moſes, 
who received the law from Gop, and delivered it to the 
people, but like Mahomet, who invented a new lat of 
His own, in oppoſition to the law of Gop, and impoſed 
it upon his followers as containing the only true religion 
and worſhip : whereas the bleſſed — gave this teſt of 
His miſſion, John iii. 34. He whom Gop hath ſent, 
ſpeaketh the words of Gop for the truth of this, His con- 
{tant appeal was to the writings of the Old Teſtament. 
I TI would recommend the conſideration of what is here 
faid, to thoſe, who talk of a law of the goſpel, more pure 
and perfeft than the law of Moſes. So ſpake Socinus, 
and, after him, 750 many in this our day—T have heard 
this, from more than one pulpit. oo 
I If our Vleffed SAviouR came to overturn the law of 
Moses, it is a little extraordinary that he ſhould give 
ſo ſtrict a charge fo the multitudes, and to his diſciples, to 
hear and practiſe it—(Matt, xxiii. 1, 2, 3.) ſaying, 
the Scribes and the Phariſees (who were the ordinary 
teachers among the you ) fit in Moszks' ſeat : ALL there- 
fore WHATSOEVER they bid you to obſerve, (that is, ALL 
that is agreeable to the law of MoskEs) obſerve _ do. 
UR 
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arts of the Old Teſtament, and is thus ſhort- 
ly ſummed up, Dan. ix. 24.— 7% finiſh the 
tranſgreſion—to make an end of fins—to make - 
reconciliation for iniquity and (thus) to bring in 
everlaſting righteouſneſs —As a prophet, lays 
he, by II. Ixi. 1. &c. The Spirit of the LorD 
Gop is upon Me, becauſe the LoRD hath anointed 
me to preach good tidings unto the meek: He hath 
ſent Me to bind 7 the broken-hearted, to pro- 
claim liberty to the captives, and the opening of 
the priſon to them that are bound: to proclaim 
the acceptable year of the LoRD, and the day 
of vengeance of our Gop; to comfort all that 
mourn : to appoint unto them that mourn in Zi- 
on, to give unto them beauty for aſhes, the 
oil of joy for mourning, the garment of praiſe for 
the ſpirit of heavineſs, that they might be called 
frees of righteouſneſs, the planting of the LoRD, 
that He might be gloriſed. There is nothing 
about a new /aw in this part of 0UR SAvIouR's 
_ commiſſion, . „„ 
As to His &ingly office, on which He entered 
after His reſurrection from the dead, when 
He had a name given Him above every name, 
that at the name of I xs us every knee ſhould bow, 
of things in heaven, and things on earth, and 
things under the earth, and that every tongue 
ſhould confeſs that IxsuSs CHRIST. zs LORD, 7g 
be glory of Gor: the Father —His kingdom 
was to be adminiſtered not by any new /aw, 
but by that which was from the beginning, 
Ovx Lord does not make the leaſt exception, nor hint 
at the ſmalleſt innovation, but ae goe—omnia quecun- 
fue all things e er doubtleſs, relative 
to marriage, as well as to every thing elſe. 
5 Wu. Wwe x 1 
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once written on tables of fone, but now to be 
written on the fleſbly tables of the heart, 2 Cor. 
iii. 3. For thus faith the LoRD—Tbss is the 
" covenant that I will make with the honfe of 
IsRAEL; gfter thoſe days J will put My LAW 
in their inward parts, and write Ir in their 
hearts, and will be their Gop, and they ſhall be 
my people. Jer. xxxi. 33. Comp. Heb. viii. 10. 
If Cyr1sT then gave a new law, or rule of 
liſe, He exceeded His commiſſion, and we 
muſt call in queſtion His veracity, as well as 
His fincerity, in that declaration of His, 
Matt. v. 17, 18, 19. likewiſe as to what he 
ſays, John xii. 49, 50. I have not ſpoken of 
MYSELF, but the Father which fent me HE 
GAVE ME A COMMANDMENT, what I ſhould 
fay *, and what I ſhould ſheak—and I Eno that 
His cOMMANDMENT zs /ifeeverlaſting;(Comp. 
Rom. x. 5. Gal. iii. 12.) whatſoever 1 ſpeak 
therefore, even as the Father ſaid unto Me fo 1 
ſpeak. See Deut. xviii. 18, 19, In exact 
conformity with all this, it is ſaid, Heb. i. 1. 
Gor, who at ſundry times, and in divers man- 
ners, ſpake in time paſt unto the fathers by the 


lf the Father gave CHRISH a commandment to de- 
Clare that to be a mortal ſin againſt the ſeventh command- 
ment, which was uniformly allowed as innacent under 
the Old Teſtament, this muſt infer either a change in the 
divine mind and will, or an abſolute contradictian: this laft 
is uſually got rid of, as the Mahometan doors get rid of 
the contradictions in the Koran by their doctrine of abro- 
gation :—for they pretend that God commanded ſeve- 
ral things in the Koran, which, for good reaſons, 
<< were afterwards revoked and abrogated,” Thus do 
ſome of our (rites Doctors treat the Old Teſtament, 
in order to eſtabliſh certain doctrines which they ſuppoſe 


to be taught in the New Teſtament reſpecting marriage. 
| Prophets, 


EE 


Prophets, bath in theſe laſt days polen unto 
us by His. Son. Theſe words are expreſsly 


and particularly addreſſed to the Hebrews ; and 


the whole ſubſequent epiſtle proves the uni- 
formity and nm a geableneſs of the Divine 


will, and that the Cbriſian diſpenſation de- 


clared none other things than Moſes and the 
Prophets did ſay ſhould come to paſs. Comp. 
Acts xxvi. 22, > po ls Fo ee 


But to return once more to oux SAvIOUR'S. | 


diſcourſe with the Phariſees :—Can it be ima- 
gined that CHRIST, ſo remarkable for his 


preciſion, ſo thoroughly accurate in all He. 


faid on every other point, ſhould uſe ſo little 
in this, -as not to make Himſelf underſtood 


by His hearers ? Nay—that He ſhould obſerve 


fo little preciſion, as not to deſcribe an offence, 


which we are to ſuppoſe Him to condemn ? 


The moſt flagrant inſtances, the moſt obvious 


and palpable definitions of polygamy cannot 
be underſtood from what He ſays. He that: 

utteth his wife, * by bill of divorcement, 
and en ee 1 deſcribe 4 
man's taking two wives together, and cobabit- 
ing with both; nor—a man's Saving @ wife, 
and taking another to her, and cohabiting with 
both. Such was the Old Teſtament polygamy, 
not the putting away one in order to fake ano - 


This is the ſenſe of the word d7oa9ocar. Matt. xix. 
7, 8, 9; and it is to be remarked, that this ingredient of 
putting away, enters into the definition, and therefore into 
the very *. of the offence which CMRISH condemns; 


but it is very certain that it is not of the eſſence of 


polygamy, nor does it enter into the definition of it. 


266 ee 4 ther 
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ther.— do not recollect a ſingle inſtance in 
which this was ever done during the whole 
adminiſtration of Moſes, the Fudges, or Kings, 
any more than a ſingle inſtance where 0 L. 
was forbidden +. However the law of 
forbad what our Saviour mentions, — as 
much as His words do. If a man once took 
a woman, he never (except for adultery) 
could put her away all his days; and though 
Moſes ſuffered, in order to avoid worſe con- 
ſequences, divorces for other cauſes befide adul- 
tery, by not bringing the offenders to condign 
puniſhment in every inſtance, yet there never 
was an inſtance when the law of Gop did not 
condemn them. As for polygamy, Yo/ephus ſays, 
and the Bible proves EG 9. true, 
that It was the cuſtom of the ” to live 
„ with a plurality of wives; he calls it 
* T&xTpw—thecuſtom of their country, deriv+ 
ed from their fathers .”-—The ſame hiſto- 
rian, writing the account of Gop's giving 
the deceaſed Saul's wives to David, obſerves, 
that, Gon gave David many wives, which 
© he might ſaſihy and /awfully have.” The 
Pefifia, on Levy. xvii. calls it, ** notiffimum” 
—a thing moſt notari aus, ? that He who ſaid 
« it was forbidden to have more - wives than 
ore, was entirely ignorant of the law.” See 
Grot. de Jure, lib. ii. c. 5. $9. in the note k. 
Is it then, without the higheſt abſurdity, 
to be imagined, that CngrsT ſhould mention 


+ Unleſs we underſtand Lev. xx i. 1 „14. to re 
it in the caſe of the þ; 5 prigi, a8 the Few: common! Y 


erg 


| pnderftood it, 
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and condemn polygamy in the preſence of ſuch 
multitudes of Fews, and in a ſettled diſpute 
with His bittereſt foes, the Phariſees, who 
only diſputed with Him to enſnare Him, and 
to have whereof to acccuſe Him to the people 
as an enemy to Moſes (for this was their grand 
point in their . to Moſes's writin 5 and 
yet that we ſhould not meet with a ſyllable 
of ® reply to what He advanced, when they 
might N. uoted the whole Old Teſtament 
againſt Him? that He ſhould declare a thing 
to be adultery, without a ſingle teſtimony 
from Moſes to ſupport Him in what he faid? 
and this, when He never on any other occa- 
fion taught any doctrine but on the authority 
of the Old Teſtament, and conſtantiy appeal- 
ed to it for the truth of what He declared? 


Dr. Whitby, in his comment on Matt. xix. 9. ſays, 
66 Here it ſeems evident that CHRIST preſcribes a new 
* /aw, which had not before obtained among the Jews. 
This is the Tp&Jo 4wAC, the grand miſtake, which 

runs through his whole comment on the paffage, as well 
as through the uſual and vulgar interpretation of it But 
can any thing be more contradictory to every notion of 
82 than to ſuppoſe CHRIST preſcribing a neu- 
% lau - which had never obtained among the Fews” in 
order to reſtrain a practice which He proves to be for- 
bidden by their own law, that of unjuſt divorce; and to 
prohibit polygamy as adultery, in contradiction to the law 
of Moſes, which allewed it ; more eſpecially after declaring 
folemnly, that He came not to de by the law —and that 
not even a jot or tittle ſhould paſs from it? To imagine 
CHRIST as correcting the Fews by a law which had 
never obtained among them,” is an-abſurdity of the 
firſt magnitude; For what the law faith, it ſaith to them that 
gre under the law, Rom, iii. 19; thoſe who are not under the 
law (be that law what it , have nothing to do with it. 


yy | : Laſtly, 


* Pos j 

Laſtly. Is it conceivable, as CHRIS muſt be 
ſuppoſed to ſpeak in Hebrew, that He ſhould 
ive a meaning to the language of the Old 
Faliatment, which, in all the writings of 
Moſes and all the prophers, it never had? 
Now, wherever the verb payaga is uſed in 
the Greek tranſlation of the LXX, it conſtant- 
ly anſwers to the Hebrew Heng; and therefore 
there is no room to doubt, that wherever, 
in our SAviouR's diſcourſes, as recorded by 
the Evangeliſts, we meet with the worduoryarais 
N) was the very Hebrew term uſed by him: 
but no where, throughout the whole Hebrew 
Bible, is this word applied to a man's mar- 
rying à ſecond wife, living bis firft, unleſs ſuch 
ſecond was either betrothed or married to an- 
other, or to any thing elſe, than only to the 
defilement of a betrothed or married * woman. 
This is its fingle idea throughout the whole. 
Therefore it is figuratively uſed to defcribe 
the people's Horfaking Gop, and furning fo 
idols. See before, p. 5 | N 
a  Cnr1sT faid to the Jes, John v. 46, 47. 
2 Had ye believed Moſes, ye would have believed 
Me; but if ye believe not his writings, how ſhall 
ye believe My words? It is not eaſy to conceive 
words more forcible than theſe, to expreſs an 
abſolute and unreſerved appeal to the Old 
Teſtament for the truth of all CarisT ſaid 


Let any one take up an Engliſh concordance, and 
look at the word adultery, and he will not be able to 
find a ſingle inſtance where it is applied to polygamy in 
any part of the Old Teſtament, nor in any other manner 
than the Hebrew N ). e 7 

ths? e and 
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and taught in His  prophetice! character. In 
this character He 
titudes of the people and the Phariſees, while 
he was delivering, on the authority of the 
ſcriptures, the ſenſe of thoſe ſcriptures 
upon the matter of unjuſt divorce, and prov- 
ing the criminal conſequences of it to all 
arties concerned. He ſo proved His point, 
that His adverſaries had not a word to re- 


ly. He filenced them as He did the il, 


Matt. iv. 10, 11. by the word of Gon, 
But had He faid polygamy was Sinful, from 
which of Moſes's writings would He have 
proved “ this? The Phariſees might have re- 
torted upon Him His own declaration and 
appeal to the writings of Moſes; they might 
have faid—** Thou haſt faid, that if we Be- 


&« lieved the writings of Moſ?s, we np believe 


1 Thy word. Thou haſt ſaid, that if a man 
« having a wife, marrieth another,” (for thus 
they might have put it, had they underſtood 


Voltaire, in whoſe writings on the fcripture are to 
be found here and there a ſenſible thing, among heaps of 
folly and nonſenſe ; has an obſervation which is worth 

attending to, viz. We are told in St. Matthew, that 
« the great men, and the priz/fs, and all the council, fought 
wg da witneſs againſt Jeſus, to put Him to death. 
| Nov if they were obliged to ſeek for falſe witneſſes, 

„ they could not charge Him with having preached 
< openly againſt their law.“ Treat, on Tol, Franklin's 


tranſ. p. 192. vol. xxxiv. But if CHaisr had preached 


againſt polygamy, as adultery, He would as evidently have 
preached againſt the law of Mofes, as if he had preached 
againſt marriage itſelf, or as a miſſionary would preach 
againſt the law of Turkey, who ſhould contend for the 
eflabliſhment of x Jac. c. 11. at Conſtantinople - and this, 
on the authority of the Alcoran's having prohibited 


olygamy. 
* | Him 


I before the great mul- 


4 r 
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Him to have condemned polygamy } © he com- 
„ mitteth adultery; but where doſt Thou 


* find this in Mofes's writings,? they are 


« filled with the allowance of what Thou 
* condemneſt, without a ſingle exception: 
ce therefore, becauſe we believe Mo/es's writ- 
“ ings, we do not believe Thee. 
From all that has been ſaid, I do conclude, 
that CHRIST was not a deſtroyer of the o/d 
law, nor a giver of a new one—that therefore 
the buſineſs of polygamy, and all other points 
. relative to the commerce of the ſexes, were 
fully adjuſted and ſettled by the divine law, 
ſubject to no alteration or change whatſoever, 
| by ® any power in EARTH OR HEAVEN. For 
thus faith the 8pIR IT Eccleſ. iii. 14, What- 
foever Gor doeth, it ſhall be for ever, nothing 
can be put to it, nor any thing taken from it. 
Having now finiſhed what I had to fay on 
the ſubject of this chapter, I ſhall next pro- 
ceed, on the footing of the diuine lau, to con- 
ſider another material point relative to the 
commerce of the ſexes, which is Divorce. 


* ZUINGLIUs, in his letter on the ſubject of King 
Henry's divorce, ſays very truly—that ** the apo/tles 
<© had made no new /aws about marriage, but had left 
e it as they found it.” See Bux NET, Hi. Ref, 
vol. i. p. 93. | | | 
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APPENDIX To CHAP. I. 
| Containing yFarTHER TrovcnTs on 


Exod. xxii. 16, 17. 


THIS - ſcripture is uſually underſtood 
very evidently to contain a law, that he 
who enticed, &c. a young woman, ſhould be 


obliged to marry * her. To underſtand it in 


any other light, is to diveſt the moſt intelli- 
gible and plain words of their certain and 
obvious meaning. But it is to be obſerved, 


that the damſel muſt be entirely diſengaged 


from any betrothment to another man; for if 
| ſhe were betrothed to another, then the man 

who defiled her could not marry her, but 
both he and ſhe, if ſhe conſented to the de- 
filement, were to be put to death, according 
to Deut. xxii. 23, 24; otherwiſe it is here 
ſaid, ver. 16. he ſhall ſurely endow her to be his 
wife, or for a wife to himſelf, as - . 
may be more literally rendered. So Joſephus 
O Obe e rp, SCC. ur. yapeira.—** He 
« who defiles a virgin, the ſame ſhall marry 
* her.” That is, ſhall pay the dowry, and ſo 
recognize and confirm the marriage- obligation, 


I would here be underſtood to take the word marry 
in its popular ſenſe, as denoting ſome outward act of 
public recognition of the marriage-obligation, ſuch as the 
payment of the dower among the Jews. ; 

* which 
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which had been created by his antecedently 
taking poſſeſſion of her perſon, | 

From the 17th verſe it is uſually under- 
ſtood, that, sf the father refuſed to give her to 
Bim, the man was to pay a ſatisfaction in 
money for the injury and diſgrace he had 
done her: and though the law, ver. 16. ap- 
pointed the marriage, both as a puniſhment 
to him that had done the wrong, and a re- 
compence to her that had ſuffered the wrong: 

et that there was an expreſs reſervation of 
the father's power (ver. 17.) if he refuſed hig 
conſent, it muſt be no marriage; only the 
money to be paid as Tyv Ty The Ucpewe—a ſa- 
tisfaction for her reproach, as Joſephus ſpeaks. 

The Fewyh doctors were very lax in their 
interpretation of this paſſage of ſcripture, who 
| would not have it to be a command (ver. 16.) 

that he ſhould marry her (though that was 
beſt) but only that he ſhould make ſatisfac- 
tion for taking away her virginity; which 
was by paying ſo much in the nature of dow- 
as would render her fit to be his wife 

if Soth of them could agree. - 

This interpretation of the 16th verſe, is 
one of thoſe arbitrary expoſitions of the Tal- 
mud! ts, which by robbing the text of its plain 
meaning, leave us to the uncertainty of hu- 
man imagination, which being various in va- 
rious men, muſt render the ſcriptures totally 

uncertain as to any determinate meaning 
whatſoever. 

The 17th weeds ſays 3 of the mar- 
riage, whether it ſpall or Hell > be —_— 
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E 
on the father's refuſal ; but only! M. he 
* father utterly refuſe to give her unto him, be 
« ſhall pay money according to the dowry vir- 
« gins.” Here I take the words according to 


our tranſlation—** , &c. and ſuppoſing it 


(for argument's fake) to include a refervation 
of the father's authority, ſo that he might, 
even where matters had gone ſo far as de- 
ſcribed ver. 16. 7nvalidate the contract, by 
witholding his conſenr—which, though in- 
ſiſted on by the Talmudiſts, is hardly recon- 
cileable with the peremptory and poſitive 
command, ver. 16.—yet ch 

the principal point which I contend for, and 
which is contained in ver, 16 ; namely, that 


it is the taking pofeion of the woman's per- 


which creates the contract, or marriage- 
obligation. Therefore, no man, agreeably to 
the divine law, can entice a virgm, defile 4 
and then for/ake her at his own will and plea- 
fare, as is done every day among us in -this 
Chriftian land, where the law of Gop is ſup- 
poſed to be the rule of right and wrong, but 


19, in truth and in fact, put entirely out of 
the queſtion. 5 NS 
I thought fit to lay theſe ſeveral expoſitions 


of this ſcripture before the reader, that he 
might the better. judge how far I may be 
right in my views of it, which are before ſub- 
mitted to his conſideration, p. 25 —- 283 
and, at the ſame time, form his own judg- 


ment of the matter, from that which appears 


to him to be moſt agreeable to the context, 
as well as to the reſt of the ſcripture. 
8 The 


is does not affect 


er, 
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The apo/ile tells us, Rom. iii. 19. Vbat- 
 foever things the law ſaith, it ſaith to them that 
are under the lau, therefore no Few, who by 
circumcifion was a debtor to do the whole law 
(Gal. v. 3.) could be exempt from any part 
of it. For a like reaſon, the believing Gen- 
tiles, who are compared to the olive-tree wild 
by nature, but grafted into the good oliue- tree 
(ſee Rom. xi. 24.) and become members of 
Gop's church by the circumciſion made without 
hands (Col. ii. 11.) are certainly under the Jaw 
as a rule of life, and therefore ſubject to its 
moral precepts in every inſtance; - From hence 
it ought to be concluded, that Chriftians are 
as much bound by Exod. xxii..16. and Deut. 
| XXii, 28, 29, as the Jeus are. No reaſon 
can be given to the contrary, which will not 
equally apply to their exemption from the ten 
commandments ; for theſe were at firſt delivered, 
and immediately and particularly addreſſed to 
the Fews, as appears from the ſhort preface, 
Exod. xx. 1, 2. But can there be found a 
man, mad enough to ſuppoſe, that becauſe 
they were emphatically addreſſed to the peo- 
ple which Gop brought out of the Tand of 
Egypt, out of the houſe of bondage, no others 
have any thing to do with them? 


” 
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APPENDIX 10 CHAP. II. ; 


INH E celebrated Martinus Bucerus, one 
| of our excellent and learnef! Reformers, 
in enarrationibus ad cap. 19. Libri Fudicum, 
has left us the following obſervation con- 
cerning concubinage; which ſeems to throw 
much light on the ſubject. 

% Concubinæ erant legitimæ etiam uxores : 
« ſed hoc a matronis differebant, quod fine 
« dote & fine ſolenni ſanctificatione recipie- 
« bantur : & erant ferè ex ancillis, & ſervilis 
* conditionis: & non erant adjutoria illius 
«« præſtantioris gradus, ut omni rerum com 
* munione gauderent fed humiliore gradu, 
« & quæ haberentur humiliore loco, quod 
«© ad adminiſtrationem domus attinet, & ad 
« filiorum ſucceſſionem. Legitimum verò 
*« genus concubinarum eſt, quum habentur 
* conjunctæ copula matrimoniah, ne abjici 
** temere poſſint: tametſi non habeant com- 
* munionem plenam omnium rerum cum 
* marito, ut matres-familias: nec convene- 
“ runt pactis dotalibus, unde & nati ex illis 
** non habent ſucceſſionem in hæreditate pa- 
, terni cum natis ex matre- familias: ſicut 
& Abrabam ex concubinis veris uxoribus, ſed 
© non matribus-familias, dona quædam de- 
<< putavit, portionem hæreditatis nullam ad- 
* dixit.—Ex legitimo genere concubinarum fu- 
« erunt concubinæ ſanctorum patrim. Et 
« quia Dominvs dignitates & patrimonia, 
% quz ſuis contulit, conſervari vult, optan- 
16 dum omnino ut hoc genus uxorum, utt 
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apud ſanctiſſimos olim Patres obſervatum 
eſt, rurſus apud Chriſtianos, & maximè in 


præſtantibus familiis obſervaretur, &c." 


* ** Concubines were alſo lawful. wives ; but 


"8: 


away; although the Y may not have a 


in this they differed from the matrons, that 


they were received without dowry and a 


ſolemn ſanctification. They were uſually 


from maid-ſervants, and of a ſervile con- 
dition; and they were not helþ-mates of 


that ſuperior degree, as to enjoy a commu- - 


nion of things in every reſpect, but in a 
lower degree, and were reckoned in a lower 


ſphere, as to the adminiſtration of the 
| houſe, and the ſucceſſion of their ſons. — 


They are a lawful kind of concubines, who 
are joined to their huſbands by a matrimo- 
nial tie, ſo that they cannot raſhly be put 

ull 
communion of all things with their huſ- 
bands, as miſtrefſes of the Family, nor did 
they agree [or come together} by dowry- 
contracts; wherefore the ſons born of them 


have not a ſucceſſion in the heritage of the 


father, with the ſons of the mi/treſs of the 


| bouſe. Thus Abraham gave gifts to the 
| ſons born of his concubines, who were true 
' wives, but gave them no portion of the 
inheritance.— The concubines of the holy 


fathers were of the lawful kind, And be- 


- cauſe the Lok p wills, that the dignities 


and patrimonies which He has conferred 
on His people, ſhould be preſerved, it -- 
is altogether to be wiſhed, tha t this kind 

of wives, as obſerved among the holy 


bo patriarchs, might be again re” Wy among 


5 - en, 
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„ Cbriſtiant, and eſpecially i in woe and mh 


b luſtrious families, &c.“ 
|, There is much good ſenſe i in what Bucer 
ſays, not only as tending to give a ſcriptural 
and proper idea of concubinage, but alſo as 
pointing out a convenient medium between 
men of family and fortune being obliged to 
match with igferior women whom they may 
happen to fate, ſo as to put them upon a 
footing with themſelves families, and the 
berty of abandoning them to Prollttntion 
and ruin. 

This hint of Bucer's, - ih reſpect to 
Chriftians, ſeems to have been taken in ſome 
parts of Germany; where we are told of wwrves 
of a ſort of ſecond degree, which they call H- 
handed wives; theſe are indeed taken with 
more ceremony, but, in other reſpects, differ 
little in their ſituation from the antient gan- 
cubines. See Chambers, Tit. Han D—and 
MARRIAGE. 

Dr. Alexander, Hiſt. Wom. vol. ii. p. 2607, 
writes thus concerning this cuſtom in Pr Prata 
Though their code of laws ſeems ingene- 
*© ral to be as reaſonable, and as conſiſtent 


«« with ſound policy as any in Europe, oa 


% we ſtill find in it an allowance given for: 
< a ſpecies of that concubinage which has long 
<« ſince been expelled from almoſt all the 
ungern world. A man may there marry 
** what is called a /ef?-handed wife, to whom 
*« he is married for life, and by the common 
© ceremony — the only difference is, the 
* bridegroom gives her his et hand inſtead; 


« of his right—but with this je agrees | | 


| E2 | 
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ment, that neither ſhe nor her children 
** ſhall live in the houſe of her huſband, nor 
5 ſhall take his name, nor bear his arms, 
* nor claim any dower or donation uſually 


claimed by every other wife, nor diſpoſe of 


* any part of his property, exert any autho- 
de rity over his ſervants, nor ſucceed to his 
% eftates or his titles; but ſhall be con- 
te tented with what was agreed on for their 


« ſubſiſtence during his life, and with what 


« he ſhall give them at his death. This 
« privilege, however, is always in the power 
of the ing to deny, and is ſeldom granted 
to any but ſuch of the nobility as are left 
with large families, and, from the ſmallneſs 
«« of their fortunes, cannot afford to marry 
% another legal wife, and rear up another 
% family of the ſame rank with them- 
ers. 4 1 " a] 

There are certainly in the above very ſtrong 
traces of the antient concubinage, which was 
allowed and praQtiſed . under the divine law. 
If ſuch a cuſtom as this prevailed among us, 
and was inforced on men of rank and faſbion, 
who are now turned looſe on the lower order 
of females, and debauch them at free coſt, with- 


out being under the leaſt reſponſibility to- 
wards them—it would not only prove a hap- _ 


py check to the moſt miſchievous licentiouſ- 


neſs in many inſtances, but be alſo a means 


of preventing the utter ruin of thouſands, who, 
under the preſent em of things, are ſeduced, 
abandoned, and deſtroyed, without any re- 


medy whatſoever, or almoſt any poſſibility of 


efcape. 
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